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PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

and 
FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

for  the 

GREAT  DIVIDE  RESOURCE  AREA 

(formerly  Medicine  Bow  and  Divide  Resource  Areas) 

Rawlins  District,  Wyoming 

Lead  Agency:    U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Type  of  Action:    Administrative 

Jurisdiction:  Albany,  Carbon,  and  Laramie  counties  and  portions  of 
Sweetwater  County,  Wyoming 

Abstract:  This  document  presents  the  proposed  plan  for  managing  federal 
land  and  federal  mineral  estate  in  south  central  and  southeastern  Wyoming. 
The  area  covered  comprises  4  million  acres  of  land  in  which  surface  and 
minerals  are  federally  owned  and  1  million  additional  acres  in  which  only  the 
minerals  are  federally  owned  ("split  estate").  This  public  land  is  administered 
by  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  (formerly  Medicine  Bow  and  Divide 
resource  areas),  Rawlins  District,  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  The  plan 
focuses  primarily  on  three  resource  management  issues  relating  to  resource 
uses  that  affect  vegetation,  soils,  and  watershed  values;  suitability  of  areas  for 
special  management  designations;  and  opportunities  for  improving  resource 
accessibility. 

This  proposed  RMP/final  EIS  incorporates  by  reference  most  of  the  material 
presented  in  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/ Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Medicine  Bow  and  Divide  Resource  Areas.  Four  alternative 
management  plans  addressing  each  issue  were  considered  in  detail  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS:  continuation  of  present  management  (Alternative  A)  and  three  other 
alternatives  providing  a  range  of  choices  ranging  from  restricting  management 
actions  or  development  to  actively  mitigating  the  effects  of  resource 
management  actions  or  development.  The  proposed  plan  presented  in  this 
document  is  a  refinement  of  Alternative  D,  the  preferred- alternative  in  the  draft 
document.  The  changes  from  the  draft  RMP/EIS  are  described  herein,  as  are 
the  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  plan.  Comments  on  the  draft 
document  that  were  received  from  the  public  are  reproduced  in  this  document, 
along  with  responses  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

When  the  resource  management  plan  is  approved,  the  plan  will  provide  a 
comprehensive  framework  for  managing  and  allocating  resources  on  the 
public  land  in  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area.  Further  information  regarding 
this  document  can  be  obtained  from  the  address  below. 

Bud  Hoibrook,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Great  Divide  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  670 
Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301 
Telephone:  (307)  324-4841 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

WYOMING  STATE  OFFICE 

P.O.  BOX  1828 

CHEYENNE,  WYOMING  82003 

July  1988 


TAKE 
PfUDCIN 


i 


Dear  Reader: 

Enclosed  for  your  review  and  future  reference  Is  the  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan/Final 

Environrn.ntal  Impact  Statement  lor  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  (formerly  Medicine  Bow  and  Divide 

Resource  Areas)  It  presents  the  proposed  resource  management  plan  (RMP),  which  is  a  refinement 

of  the  preferred  alternative  presented  in  the  draft  d.ocument  of  1987.  In  addition,  it  fulfills  the 

requirements  for  preparation  of  a  final  environmental  Impact  statement  (EIS). 

The  draft  version  of  this  document,  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/ Environmental  Impact  Statement 

for  the  Medicine  Bow  and  Divide  Resource  Areas,  was  published  in  1987.  The  two  resource  areas  were 

combined  in  August  1987  into  a  single  administrative  unit,  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area.  The 

geographic  area  covered  by  this  plan  (called  the  "planning  area"  in  the  document)  has  not  been 

changed  by  that  reorganization. 

Preliminary  recommendations  regarding  wilderness  study  areas  were  published  in  1987  in  the 

Wilderness  Supplement  to  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/ Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 

Medicine  Bow  Resource  Area.  The  final  wilderness  EIS  will  be  available  at  a  later  date. 

The  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  plan  are  discussed  in  this  document,  as  are 

changes  from  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Comments  received  from  the  public  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 

Management's  responses  to  those  comments  also  are  included. 

The  draft  Medicine  Bow-Divide  RMP/EIS  will  be  required  to  accompany  this  final  document^Copies 

of  the  draft  are  available  from  the  Rawlins  District  BLM,  P.O.  Box  670,  Rawlins,  WY  82301. 

All  parts  of  the  proposed  RMP  may  be  protested  except  the  preliminary  wilderness  suitability 

recommendations  The  procedures  for  protesting  are  delineated  in  43  CFR  1610^5-2   Essentially, 

the  procedures  provide  that  a  protest  may  be  made  by  any  person  who  participated  m  the  Planning 

process  and  has  an  interest  that  may  be  affected  by  the  approval  of  the  plan.  Protests  must  be  filed 

in  writing  with  the  Director  of  the  BLM  within  30  days  after  publication  of  a  notice  in  \he  Federal 

Register  that  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  received  the  document  containing  the 

proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

Written  protests  must  include  (a)  the  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number,  and  Interest  of  the 

person  protesting-  (b)  a  statement  of  the  issue  and  the  parts  of  the  plan  being  protested;  (c)  copies 

of  all  documents  pertaining  to  the  protest  that  the  protester  submitted  during  the  planning  process 

or  an  indication  of  the  date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  for  the  record;  and  (d)  a  statement 

explaining  why  the  protester  believes  the  decision  is  wrong.  Persons  who  want  to  protest  should 

see  "Protest  Provision"  in  chapter  5  of  this  document,  where  the  full  process  for  protest  is  reproduced 

verbatim. 

At  the  end  of  the  30-day  protest  period,  the  proposed  RMP  (excluding  any  portion  under  protest) 

will  become  final.  If  any  significant  change  is  made  to  the  proposed  RMP  as  a  result  of  a  protest 

the  changed  portion  will  be  made  available  for  public  review  and  comment  before  final  approval 

and  implementation  of  the  plan.  More  information  about  protest  procedures  is  included  in  chapter 

5  of  this  document. 

I  want  to  personally  thank  those  who  have  contributed  to  and  participated  in  the  development  of 

this  plan  1  hope  your  involvement  will  continue  as  we  move  forward  to  implement  and  monitor  the 

plan  and  manage  the  public  lands  and  resources  in  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area. 


Sincerelv  yours 


Hillary  A.  Oden 
State  Director 
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INTRODUCTION 

This  document  presents  a  proposed  plan  for  the 
future  managennent  of  federal  land  and  federal 
mineral  estate  administered  by  the  Great  Divide 
Resource  Area,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  The  area  covered  comprises  4  million 
acres  of  land  in  which  surface  and  minerals  are 
federally  owned  and  1  million  additional  acres  in 
which  only  the  minerals  are  federally  owned 
("split  estate").  The  environmental  impacts  of  the 
actions  of  the  proposed  plan  are  analyzed  in  chap- 
ter 4  of  the  document. 

The  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  encompasses 
BLM-managed  public  lands  in  four  counties  in 
Wyoming:  Albany,  Carbon,  and  Laramie  counties 
and  portions  of  Sweetwater  County  (see  map  1). 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 

The  draft  resource  management  plan/ 
environmental  impact  statement  (RMP/EIS)  for 
the  Medicine  Bow  and  Divide  resource  areas  was 
released  in  June  1987.  The  public  was  invited  to 
comment  on  the  draft  through  a  notice  in  the 
Federal  Register,  notices  in  local  news  media,  and 
letters  to  those  on  the  mailing  list.  Public  hearings 
were  held  in  August,  and  small  group  meetings 

also  were  held. 
A  total  of  178  written  or  oral  comments  were 

received  on  the  draft  EIS.  These  comments  and 

the  BLM's  responses  are  included  in  chapter  5  ot 

this  document. 


CONTENT  OF  THIS 
DOCUMENT 

This  document  is  not  a  complete  reprinting  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS;  rather,  it  focuses  on  the  pro- 
posed plan,  which  is  a  refinement  of  the  preferred 
alternative  (Alternative  D)  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
The  environmental  consequences  of  the  pro- 
posed RMP  are  discussed,  as  are  changes  from 
the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Public  comments  on  the  draft 
are  included,  along  with  the  BLM's  responses  to 
those  comments. 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  will  be  required  as  a  refer- 
ence to   accompany   the   final    RMP/EIS.   The 
arrangement  of  reprinted  or  updated  portions  o 
the  final  RMP/EIS  parallels  the  format  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS. 


All  maps  necessary  to  understanding  of  the  pro- 
posed plan  are  included  in  this  document.  Some 
are  new,  some  have  been  revised  from  maps  used 
in  the  draft  document,  and  some  are  reproducf-J 
unchanged  except  for  number  and,  in  some 
cases,  title. 


CHANGES  IN  THE 
PROPOSED  PLAN 

Introduction 

The  proposed  RMP  is  essentially  the  preferred 
alternative  from  the  draft  RMP/EIS  for  the  Medi- 
cine Bow  and  Divide  resource  areas.  A  few  mod- 
ifications have  been  made  to  respond  to  public 
comment,  to  incorporate  new  information,  or  to 
make  factual  corrections.  The  most  notable 
changes  are  summarized  below. 

Changes  in  Proposed 
Management 

A  portion  of  the  Baggs  Elk  Crucial  Winter 
Range  has  been  proposed  for  designation  as  part 
of  the  Jep  Canyon  proposed  ACEC. 

The  area  containing  Gibben's  beardtongue 
(Penstemongibbensii)  has  been  identified  for  with- 
drawal from  locatabie  mineral  location  in  the  pro- 
posed RMP. 

The  Northeast  Cow  Creek  area  (7,325  public 
land  acres  containing  201.8  million  tons  of  coal) 
and  the  Wild  Horse  Draw  area  (1,280  public  land 
acres  containing  1.7  million  tons  of  coal)  will  not 
be  considered  for  coal  leasing  because  they  do 
not  contain  coal  with  development  potential. 
They  will  not  be  discussed  further  in  this  docu- 
ment. 

Erroneous  coal  tonnages  given  in  the  draft  have 
been  corrected  in  this  document. 

Proposals  for  ORV  designations  for  the  Dune 
Ponds  area  have  been  clarified.  Proposed  ORV 
designations  have  been  changed  for  the  area  west 
of  Seminoe  Reservoir  to  help  preserve  public 
access. 

Identified  areas  of  overlapping  big  game  crucial 
winter  habitat  would  be  managed  to  maintain  hab- 
itat quality. 
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Map  1 
GENERAL  LOCATION  MAP 

Great  Divide  (Formerly  Medicine  Bow-Divide) 
Resource  Management  Plan 
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INTRODUCTION 

The  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan/ Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Great  Divide 
Resource  Area  (formerly  Medicine  Bow  and  Divide 
Resource  Areas)  presents  the  proposed  resource 
management  plan  (RMP)  for  the  area  described 
in  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Medicine 
Bow  and  Divide  Resource  Areas,  which  was  pub- 
lished in  1987.  The  two  resource  areas  were  com- 
bined in  August  1987  into  a  single  administrative 
unit,  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area. 

This  document  is  not  a  complete  rewrite  of  the 
draft  version.  It  contains  information  on  changes 
in  proposals  of  the  draft,  corrections  of  any  errone- 
ous material,  and  in  some  cases  more  recent  data. 
Chapter  2  presents  the  proposed  resource  man- 
agement plan.  Chapter  3  contains  additions  and 
corrections  to  the  description  of  the  affected  envi- 
ronment in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The  environmental 
consequences  ofthe  proposed  plan  are  described 
in  chapter  4.  In  chapter  5  we  have  described  the 
consultation  and  coordination  that  have  occurred 
since  publication  of  the  draft  and  updated  the 
"Preparers"  section.  That  chapter  also  contains 
a  description  of  public  meetings  and  a  discussion 
of  comments  received,  as  well  as  copies  of  com- 
ment letters  and  responses  to  comments  other 
than  those  pertaining  to  wilderness.  (The  com- 
ments on  wilderness  will  be  reproduced  and 
answered  in  a  separate  document.) 

All  maps  necessary  to  understanding  ofthe  pro- 
posed plan  are  included  in  this  document.  Some 
are  new,  some  have  been  revised  from  maps  used 
in  the  draft  document,  and  some  are  reproduced 
unchanged  except  for  numbers  and,  in  some 
cases,  title. 


Most  of  the  references  cited  in  this  document 
were  included  in  the  References  section  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS,  which  readers  may  want  to  have 
available.  A  few  additional  references  appear  at 
the  end  of  this  document.  Readers  also  may  wich 
to  refer  to  the  Glossary  included  in  the  draft  doc- 
ument. 


PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

When  the  final  version  of  the  RMP  is  approved, 
the  plan  will  provide  a  comprehensive  framework 
for  management  of  the  public  land  in  the  Great 
Divide  Resource  Area  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement (BLM).  In  addition,  this documentfulfills 
requirements  for  preparation  of  a  final  environ- 
mental impact  statement  (EIS). 

As  required  by  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Man- 
agement Act  (FLPMA)  and  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  (NEPA),  a  range  of  alternatives 
was  considered  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The  pro- 
posed plan  presented  here  is  a  refinement  of  the 
preferred  alternative  described  in  that  document. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  IHE 
PLANNING  AREA 

The  geographic  area  covered  by  this  plan 
(called  the  "planning  area"  in  the  document)  has 
not  been  changed  by  the  reorganization  of  the 
two  previous  resource  areas  into  one  administra- 
tive unit.  The  only  change  is  in  the  name  of  the 
area  (see  map  1). 
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INTRODUCTION 

The  proposed  RMP  for  the  Great  Divide 
Resource  Area  is  described  in  this  chapter.  The 
proposed  plan  is  essentially  Alternative  D,  the  pre- 
ferred alternative,  from  the  draft  document.  A  few 
modifications  were  made  to  respond  to  public 
comments,  to  incorporate  new  information,  and 
to  make  factual  corrections.  The  most  notable 
changes  are  summarized  in  the  next  section;  fol- 
lowing that,  the  entire  proposed  plan  is  described. 


A  new  map  delineates  these  areas,  which  have 
been  identified  for  management  to  maintain  hab- 
itat quality. 


THE  PROPOSED  PLAN 

Areas  Considered  for  ACEC 
Designation 


CHANGES  TO  THE 
PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern 

A  portion  of  the  Baggs  elk  crucial  winter  range 
,  has  been  identified  for  inclusion  in  the  proposed 
Jep  Canyon  area  of  critical  environmental  con- 
cern (ACEC).  The  objectives  and  actions  to  be 
taken  are  detailed  in  the  text  describing  the  pro- 
posed plan. 

The  area  with  the  rare  plant  Gibben's  beard- 
tongue  (Penstemon  gibbensii)  has  been  identified 
for  withdrawal  from  locatable  mineral  location. 

Minerals  Man^ement 

Factual  corrections  have  been  made  of  errone- 
ous coal  tonnages  presented  in  the  draft  docu- 
ment. In  addition,  two  areas  listed  in  the  draft  as 
being  considered  for  coal  leasing  would  not  be 
considered  because  they  do  not  contain  coal  with 
development  potential.  These  are  the  Northeast 
Cow  Creek  area  (7,325  acres  of  public  land  con- 
taining 201.8  million  tons  of  coal)  and  the  Wild 
Horse  Draw  area  (1,280  acres  of  public  land  con- 
taining 1.7  million  tons  of  coal). 

Recreation  Management 

A  new  map  has  been  added  to  clarify  the  pro- 
posed off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  designations  for  the 
Dune  Ponds  area.  ORV  designations  have  been 
changed  for  the  area  west  of  Seminoe  Reservoir. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Areas  where  crucial  winter  habitat  for  different 
species  of  big  game  overlap  have  been  identified. 


Definition  and  Factors  Considered 

FLPMA  defines  ACECs  as  follows: 

. . .  areas  within  the  public  lands  where  special  management 
attention  is  required  (when  such  areas  are  developed  or  used 
or  where  no  development  is  required)  to  protect  and  prevent 
irreparable  damage  to  important  historic,  cullural,  or  scenic 
values,  fish  and  wildlife  resources  or  other  natural  systems 
or  processes,  or  to  protect  life  and  safety  from  natural  haz- 
ards. 

To  be  considered  for  ACEC  designation,  an 
area  must  meet  the  criteria  of  relevance  and  sig- 
nificance described  in  43  CFR  161 0.7-2  and  in  sec- 
tion 1617.81C1(a)  of  the  BLM  Manual. 

An  area  may  be  considered  relevant  if  special 
management  attention  is  required  to  protect 
important  historic,  cultural,  or  scenic  values,  fish 
and  wildlife  resources,  or  other  natural  systems 
or  processes,  or  to  prevent  irreparable  damage  to 
these  resources.  Relevance  may  also  be  found  if 
special  management  attention  is  required  to  pro- 
tect life  and  safety  from  natural  hazards.  This 
applies  either  to  areas  that  are  developed  or  used 
or  to  areas  where  no  development  is  required. 

Significance  or  importance  is  indicated  if  a 
resource  has  qualities  that  make  it  a  cause  of  con- 
cern or  give  it  special  worth,  meaning,  or  distinc- 
tiveness, especially  when  compared  to  any  similar 
resources.  Such  a  resource  must  have  more  than 
local  significance.  Special  management  attention 
may  be  appropriate  if  a  resource  is  fragile,  sensi- 
tive, rare,  irreplaceable,  endangered,  threatened, 
or  vulnerable  to  adverse  change,  A  natural  hazard 
may  be  found  important  if  it  is  a  significant  exist- 
ing or  potential  threat  to  human  life  or  property. 

The  amount  of  management  attention  required 
was  considered  when  BLM  personnel  determined 
which  nominated  areas  would  be  proposed  for 
ACEC  designation  in  the  proposed  RMP,  If  there 
is  a  high  potential  for  resource  conflicts  in  an 
area,  so  that  extensive  interdisciplinary  involve- 
ment would  be  required  to  protect  the  identified 
resource  or  value,  the  special  management  atten- 
tion given  to  ACECs  would  be  required.  On  the 
other  hand,  such  attention  would  not  be  required 
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in  an  area  where  standard  management  practices 
would  provide  adequate  protection  for  tine  identi- 
fied resource  or  value. 

In  addition  to  the  considerations  described 
above,  BLM  personnel  also  considered  whether 
an  ACEC  designation  would  help  the  BLM  to  man- 
age identified  values,  processes,  or  hazards. 


Baggs  Elk  Crucial  Winter  Range 

The  objectives  for  management  of  the  Baggs 
Elk  Crucial  Winter  Range  are  to  manage  the  entire 
79,000  acres  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  crucial 
winter  habitat  for  elk,  to  allow  for  development  of 
oil  and  gas  and  coal,  and  to  seek  the  cooperation 
of  owners  of  adjacent  property  in  management  of 
the  habitat  (see  map  2). 

The  Baggs  Elk  Crucial  Winter  Range  was 
described  on  page  199  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
Under  the  proposed  RMP,  13,320  acres  of  public 
land  in  the  northern  end  of  the  crucial  winter 
range  would  be  included  in  the  Jep  Canyon  Pro- 
posed ACEC,  which  also  would  include  most  of 
the  Atlantic  Rim  raptor  concentration  area 
(described  further  under  "Raptor  Concentration 
Areas"  later  in  this  section).  See  maps  2  and  3  for 
location  of  these  areas. 

Damage  of  crucial  winter  habitat  for  elk  from 
surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  minimized 
by  application  of  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mit- 
igation guidelines  (see  the  appendix  in  this  doc- 
ument). In  addition,  surface-disturbing  activities 
would  be  intensively  managed  to  prevent  loss  of 
significant  elk  winter  habitat.  This  would  entail 
case-by-case  examination  of  proposals  to  deter- 
mine potential  adverse  effects  and  appropriate 
mitigation  to  minimize  those  effects.  Certain 
times  of  the  year  and  certain  areas  would  be 
avoided  by  spatial  and  temporal  management  of 
development,  facilities,  and  uses. 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  would  be  allowed  with  appli- 
cation of  surface  protection  measures  as  de- 
scribed above. 

The  proposed  Jep  Canyon  ACEC  contains  a 
major  portion  of  the  Atlantic  Rim  raptor  concen- 
tration area.  Surface-disturbing  activities  would 
be  intensively  managed  to  maintain  raptor  nest- 
ing habitat. 

Plans  of  operations  would  be  required  for  locat- 
able  mineral  exploration  and  development  (ex- 
cept casual  use),  regardless  of  the  number  of 
acres  that  would  be  disturbed  in  the  proposed  Jep 
Canyon  ACEC. 

In  the  remainder  of  the  crucial  winter  range, 
plans  of  operations  or  notices  would  be  required 
for  locatable  mineral  exploration  and  develop- 


ment (except  casual  use)  consistent  with  regula- 
tions. (A  plan  of  operations  would  be  required  for 
disturbance  of  more  than  5  acres.) 

The  BLM  would  cooperate  with  owners  of  adja- 
cent property  to  manage  the  habitat,  coordinate 
efforts  with  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Depart- 
ment (WGFD),  and  recommend  managing  elk 
population  objective  levels  at  a  number  support- 
able by  the  existing  habitat. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  this  management 
proposal  is  as  follows:  The  79,000-acre  Baggs  Elk 
Crucial  Winter  Range  contains  high  value  wildlife 
habitat,  recreational  values,  and  potential  for  the 
occurrence  of  oil  and  gas,  coal,  and  other  miner- 
als. The  focus  of  potential  conflicts  is  in  the  north 
end  of  the  crucial  winter  range.  This  area,  which 
contains  the  Atlantic  Rim  coal  area,  is  the  most 
crucial  habitat  for  the  winSering  elk  herd. 

Public  land  is  distributed  in  a  checkerboard  pat- 
tern, so  BLM  management  will  have  considerable 
influence  on  future  coal  development.  If  the  coal 
resource  is  developed,  concentrated  manage- 
ment attention  will  be  required  to  maintain  the 
integrity  of  the  elk  crucial  winter  range.  ACEC  des- 
ignation would  focus  management  emphasis  on 
the  13,320-acre  Jep  Canyon  area  and  would  help 
ensure  priority  for  achieving  the  management 
objectives. 

In  the  part  of  the  crucial  winter  range  not  pro- 
posed for  ACEC  designation,  standard  manage- 
ment practices  would  be  sufficient  to  meet  man- 
agement objectives.  The  winter  ranges  would  be 
maintained  through  application  of  the  Wyoming 
BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines,  along  with  in- 
tensive spatial  and  temporal  management  of 
surface-disturbing  activities.  The  BLM  could 
allow  other  resource  uses  and  still  protect  this  hab- 
itat. 


Como  Bluff 

The  objectives  for  management  of  the 
1,760-acre  Como  Bluff  area  are  to  manage  it  in  a 
manner  that  would  maintain  the  integrity  of  the 
Como  Bluff  National  Register  District/National 
Natural  Landmark,  to  preserve  historically  signif- 
icant sites,  and  to  allow  for  ir'neral  development. 
The  national  natural  landmark  (NNL)  would  be 
managed  for  its  paleontological  resource  and  his- 
torical values  (see  map  4). 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  entire  Como  Bluff 
area  would  be  designated  an  ACEC.  To  minimize 
disturbance  of  paleontological  resources  and  his- 
torical values,  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitiga- 
tion guidelines  would  be  applied  to  surface- 
disturbing  activities.  Surface-disturbing  activities 
within  1/4  mile  of  exposures  of  the  Morrison  For- 
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mation  (a  fossil-bearing  formation)  would  be  in- 
tensively managed.  This  would  entail  case-by- 
case  examination  of  proposals  to  determine 
potential  adverse  effects  and  appropriate  mitiga- 
tion to  minimize  those  effects. 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  would  be  allowed  with  appli- 
cation of  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation 
guidelines  as  described  above.  Plans  of  opera- 
tions would  be  required  for  locatable  mineral 
exploration  and  development  (except  casual  use) 
in  the  proposed  ACEC,  regardless  of  the  number 
of  acres  that  would  be  disturbed. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  this  management 
proposal  is  as  follows:  The  1 ,760-acre  Como  Bluff 
area,  which  contains  an  uncommon  concentra- 
tion of  well-preserved  Mesozoic  fossils,  played  a 
historic  role  in  the  development  of  the  science  of 
paleontology,  it  also  has  moderate  potential  for 
oil  and  gas  and  locatable  minerals.  Any  damage 
to  the  cultural  and  natural  history  resources  of  the 
area  could  easily  be  irreparable.  ACEC  designa- 
tion would  focus  management  emphasis  on  the 
area  and  help  to  ensure  priority  for  surface  pro- 
tection requirements  to  prevent  damage  to  the 
fragile  resources. 


Gibben's  Beardtongue  Site 

The  objectives  for  management  of  the  10-acre 
site  containing  a  population  of  Gibben's  beard- 
tongue  (Pensfemong/btens//)  are  to  maintain  oren- 
hance  the  population  of  this  rare  plant  (see  map 
5). 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  known  popula- 
tion of  Gibben's  beardtongue  would  be  protected 
from  disturbance  by  maintenance  of  existing  fenc- 
ing around  the  population.  ACEC  designation  is 
not  proposed  for  this  site.  Established  trend  stud- 
ies would  be  continued,  and  the  area  would  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  location. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  this  management 
proposal  is  as  follows:  The  existing  fence  ade- 
quately protects  the  site  from  disturbance  by  graz- 
ing animals.  The  trend  studies  being  conducted 
would  indicate  any  change  in  the  condition  of  the 
plant  population  that  might  occur. 

Since  the  site  is  so  small  and  the  species  so  rare, 
withdrawal  from  mineral  location  is  being  pro- 
posed to  supplement  other  protective  measures. 
Although  there  are  no  mining  claims  on  the  site 
at  this  time,  there  are  some  nearby,  and  location 
of  additional  claims  is  a  definite  possibility.  If  no 
withdrawal  was  implemented,  half  the  site  could 
be  disturbed  by  locatable  mineral  activities  before 
a  plan  of  operations  would  be  required  under  cur- 
rent regulations. 


The  Gibben's  beardtongue  population  would 
be  adequately  protected  from  oth^r  sources  of  dis- 
turbance through  application  of  the  Wyoming 
BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines^  ACFC  d^s.iq- 
nation  would  notenhancetheBLM'sability  to  pro 
tect  the  population. 


Muddy  Gap  Cushion  Plant  Community 

The  objective  for  management  of  the  Muddy 
Gap  Cushion  Plant  Community  is  to  maintain  or 
enhance  the  population  of  these  rare  plants  (see 
map  6). 

ACEC  designation  is  not  proposed  for  this  site. 
Under  the  proposed  plan,  notices  or  plans  of  oper- 
ations would  be  required  for  locatable  mineral  ex- 
ploration and  development  (excppt  casual  use) 
consistent  with  regulations.  (A  plan  of  operations 
would  be  required  for  disturbance  of  more  than 
5  acres.) 

The  BLM  would  coordinate  monitoring  of  the 
plant  community  with  The  Nature  Conservancy. 
If  monitoring  should  indicate  a  need  for  protective 
measures,  they  would  be  taken  as  necessary  to 
protect  the  community. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  this  management 
proposal  is  as  follows:  The  220-acre  Muddy  Gap 
cushion  plant  community  area  contains  lime- 
stone deposits.  The  quality  and  quantity  of  these 
deposits  may  be  sufficient  to  qualify  for  location 
of  mining  claims  under  the  1872  mining  laws,  b'Jt 
no  interest  in  the  limestone  has  been  expressed 
in  the  past,  and  none  is  expected.  Current  surface 
management  authority  is  sufficient  to  prevent  un- 
necessary damage  to  the  plant  community  if  the 
limestone  were  developed. 

ORV  use  or  livestock  grazing  could  damage  the 
plant  community,  but  the  steep  terrain  makes 
such  use  unlikely.  The  population  of  the  plant 
community  would  be  adequately  protected  from 
other  sources  of  disturbance  through  ?i  plication 
of  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigatic"  gui'.'"- 
lines.  ACEC  designation  would  not  enhance  the 
BLM's  ability  to  protect  the  plant  community. 


White  Pelican  Island 

The  objective  for  management  of  the  White  Pel- 
ican island  is  to  maintain  and  enhance  nesting 
habitat  for  a  colony  of  white  pelicans  on  the 
12-acre  island  (see  map  7). 

The  White  Pelican  Island  is  not  public  land 
administered  bythe  BLM. The  Bureau  of  Reclama- 
tion (BuRec)  is  the  administering  agency.  Under 
a  memorandum  of  understanding  with  BuRec,  the 
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BLM  manages  the  surface  resources  on  the  is- 
land. ACEC  designation  is  not  appropriate  since 
the  area  is  under  another  agency's  administra- 
tion. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  BLM  would 
pursue  a  cooperative  agreement  with  the  WGFD 
and  BuRec  for  management  of  the  island,  and  any 
actions  would  be  carried  out  with  the  concur- 
rence of  BuRec.  The  white  pelican  population 
would  be  monitored  for  disturbance  and  habitat 
change. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  this  management 
proposal  is  as  follows:  ACEC  designation  would 
not  be  appropriate  because  the  White  Pelican 
island  is  administered  by  another  agency. 

Monitoring  is  important  because  human  activ- 
ity at  the  wrong  time  could  cause  reproductive  fail- 
ure in  the  nesting  pelican  population  for  the  year 
in  which  the  activity  occurred.  The  nesting  colony 
also  could  be  threatened  by  predation  during  res- 
ervoir drawdown,  by  erosion  of  the  island,  and  by 
a  reduction  in  the  food  base. 

While  the  BLM  has  some  capability  to  initiate 
habitat  improvements  on  the  island  and  public 
education  efforts,  our  ability  to  manage  some  of 
the  other  threats  to  the  nesting  colony  is  limited. 
Under  a  cooperative  management  arrangement, 
other  agencies  can  use  their  abilities  in  the  areas 
of  public  education,  enforcement,  and  mainte- 
nance of  reservoir  water  levels  to  provide  suitable 
habitat  for  prey  fish. 

Raptor  Concentration  Areas 

The  planning  area  contains  a  total  of  about 
117,560  acres  of  raptor  concentration  areas 
(RCAs),  as  shown  on  map  8.  The  objectives  for 
management  of  these  areas  are  to  manage 
resources  so  that  productivity  of  nesting  raptor 
pairs  is  maintained,  to  allow  for  development  of 
coal  and  oil  and  gas,  and  to  seek  the  cooperation 
of  owners  of  adjacent  property  in  management  of 
raptor  nesting  habitat. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  Wyoming  BLM 
standard  mitigation  guidelines  would  be  applied 
to  surface-disturbing  activities  in  all  RCAs  to 
reduce  physical  disturbance  of  raptor  habitat  and 
disturbance  of  the  birds  during  certain  periods. 

The  BLM  would  seek  the  cooperation  of  owners 
of  adjacent  property  in  management  of  raptor 
nesting  habitat. 

Most  of  the  Atlantic  Rim  RCA  would  be 
included  in  the  proposed  Jep  Canyon  ACEC  (see 
map  2).  The  Seminoe  and  Shamrock  Hills  RCAs 
have  been  proposed  for  ACEC  designation  (see 
map  9),  making  a  total  of  about  36,600  acres  of 
RCAs  under  ACEC  designation. 


To  maintain  raptor  nesting  habitat,  surface- 
disturbing  activities  would  be  intensively  man- 
aged in  the  RCAs  covered  by  ACEC  resignation. 
This  would  entail  case-by-case  examination  of 
proposals  to  determine  potential  adverse  effects 
and  appropriate  mitigation  to  minimize  those 
effects.  Developments,  uses,  and  iacilities  would 
be  managed  temporally  and  spatially  to  avoid  cer- 
tain times  of  the  year  and  certain  areas. 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  would  be  allowed  ir  the 
RCAs  with  appropriate  application  of  the  Wyo- 
ming BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines. 

In  RCAs  designated  ACECs,  plans  of  opera- 
tions would  be  required  for  locatable  mineral 
exploration  and  developmoM'  (nxcept  casual 
use),  regardless  of  the  nuii''.yM  of  acres  in  the 
ACEC  that  would  be  rlistufh<''j  in  RCAs  that 
would  not  be  designated  ACECs,  a  notice  would 
be  required  for  a  disturbance  of  5  acres  or  less; 
a  plan  of  operations  would  be  required  for  a  dis- 
turbance of  more  than  5  acres. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  this  management 
proposal  is  as  follows:  The  ferruginous  hawk  is  a 
category  2  candidate  species  (see  Glossary  in  the 
draft  document).  The  approximately  27,500  acres 
proposed  for  ACEC  designation  in  the  Seminoe 
and  Shamrock  Hills  RCAs  historically  have  con- 
tained the  highest  concentrations  of  nesting  fer- 
ruginous hawks  in  the  planning  area,  and  they 
contain  the  highest  concentration  at  present. 
These  birds  are  very  sensitive  to  human  disturb- 
ance. 

Special  attention  to  habitat  mr.Magement  in 
these  areas  would  enhance  the  status  of  the  spe- 
cies. Development  could  occur  under  this  pro- 
posal, but  only  with  full  consideration  of  the  nest- 
ing birds.  ACEC  designation  would  f,  cus 
management  emphasis  on  the  area  and  help  to 
ensure  priority  for  surface  protection  require- 
ments adequate  to  maintain  the  productivity  of 
nesting  raptor  pairs. 

The  portion  of  the  Atlantic  Rim  RCA  that  lies 
within  the  Jep  Canyon  proposed  ACEC  does  not 
contain  ferruginous  hawk  habitat;  however,  it 
does  contain  a  high  concentration  of  other  nest- 
ing raptors.  The  primary  resource  value  for  which 
the  Jep  Canyon  is  proposed  for  ACEC  designa- 
tion is  elk  crucial  winter  range.  Mamgement 
actions  designed  to  maintain  the  value  '.^f  Ihir  hab- 
itat also  would  help  to  maintain  soiiic  uf  the  raptor 
habitat  values. 

The  RCAs  that  would  not  be  designated  ACECs 
under  the  proposed  RMP  do  not  contain  the  high 
concentrations  of  ferruginous  hawks  that  are 
found  in  the  Shamrock  Hills  and  Seminoe  RCAs. 
Standard  habitat  management  practices  and  ap- 
plication of  the  Wyoming  Bl  M  standard  mitiga- 
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tion  guidelines  would  be  sufficient  to  maintain  the 
productivity  of  nesting  raptor  pairs  in  these  areas. 
ACEC  designation  would  not  enhance  the  BLM's 
ability  to  protect  the  nesting  habitat  in  these 
areas. 


Sand  Hills 

The  objectives  for  management  of  the 
8,300-acre  Sand  Hills  area  are  to  protect  the 
unique  vegetation  complex,  to  maintain  wildlife 
habitat  values,  to  minimize  soil  erosion,  and  to  pro- 
mote recreational  opportunities  (see  map  10). 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  Sand  Hills  area 
would  be  designated  an  ACEC.  The  unique  vege- 
tation complex  of  the  Sand  Hills  area  would  be 
adequately  protected  from  other  sources  of  dis- 
turbance through  application  of  the  Wyoming 
BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines  and  through 
intensivemanagementof  surface-disturbing  activ- 
ities. Intensive  management  would  entail  case-by- 
case  examination  of  proposals  to  determine 
potential  adverse  effects  and  appropriate  mitiga- 
tion to  minimize  those  effects.  Developments, 
uses,  and  facilities  would  be  managed  temporally 
and  spatially  to  avoid  damage  to  the  vegetation. 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  would  be  allowed  in  the 
Sand  Hillsarea  with  appropriate  application  of  the 
Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines. 

Plans  of  operations  would  be  required  for  beat- 
able mineral  exploration  and  development 
(except  casual  use),  regardless  of  the  number  of 
acres  that  would  be  disturbed  in  the  ACEC. 

Motor  vehicle  use  would  be  limited  to  existing 
roads  and  trails.  Rehabilitation  and  mitigation 
practices  would  be  carried  out  in  specific  problem 
areas. 

BLM  personnel  would  conduct  intensive  inven- 
tories to  identify  the  locations  of  existing  roads 
and  trails,  areas  that  mule  deer  avoid  because  of 
human  activities,  and  areas  where  soil  disturb- 
ance and  wind  erosion  are  concentrated. 

In  cooperation  with  interested  parties,  the  BLM 
would  develop  action  plans  to  mitigate  effects  in 
identified  mule  deer  behavioral  avoidance  zones 
and  to  rehabilitate  concentrated  soil  disturbance 
and  wind  erosion.  (Behavioral  avoidance  zones 
for  wildlife  species  occur  because  of  human  activ- 
ities and  other  factors.  A  further  explanation  of 
avoidance  zones  appears  in  paragraph  7  of  page 
477  of  the  draft  document.) 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  this  management 
proposal  is  as  follows:  The  8,300-acre  Sand  Hills 
area  contains  high  value  wildlife  habitat  and  rec- 
reational opportunities,  moderate  oil  and  gas 
potential,   a   unique   vegetation    complex,    and 


highly  erodible  soils.  There  is  a  high  potential  for 
conflicts  among  these  values.  For  example,  the 
major  recreational  use  is  hunting,  which  often  is 
associated  with  ORV  use.  In  some  parts  of  the 
area  there  are  so  many  two-track  ways  that  soil 
erosion  has  been  accelerated  beyond  acceptable 
limits.  In  addition,  mule  deer  may  be  avoiding  cer- 
tain areas. 

The  actions  proposed  in  this  plan  would  help 
the  BLM  to  manage  the  area  in  a  manner  that 
would  minimize  these  potential  conflicts.  Inten- 
sive inventories  of  the  area  would  ensure  that  man- 
agement would  address  problem  areas  without 
unnecessarily  affecting  other  uses.  Accelerated 
rates  of  erosion  could  be  stopped  and/or  reversed 
by  limitation  of  ORV  use  to  existing  roads  and 
trails.  ACEC  designation  would  focus  manage- 
ment emphasis  on  the  area  and  help  to  ensure 
priority  for  surface  protection  requirements  ade- 
quate to  minimize  soil  erosion  and  to  maintain  the 
unique  vegetation  complex  and  wildlife"  habitat 
values.  Intensive  management  of  surface- 
disturbing  activities  spatially  and  temporally  also 
would  be  possible. 


Cultural  Resources/Natural 
History  Management 

Cultural  Resources 

The  objective  for  management  of  cultural 
resources  is  to  stabilize  and  protect  significant 
sites  and  segments  along  the  Overland  Trail,  the 
Cherokee  Trail,  and  the  Rawlins-Fort  Washakie 
Trail. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  BLM  would  seek 
listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
for  eligible  sites.  The  BLM  would  take  actions  as 
appropriate  to  meet  the  objective  for  significant 
trail  segments.  This  could  include  such  actions  as 
fencing  to  prevent  disturbance  of  certain  intact 
trail  segments  or  stabilization  of  deteriorating 
buildings. 

The  BLM  would  pursue  opportunities  to 
acquire  legal  access  to  trail  segments,  where 
appropriate.  Access  would  facilitate  administra- 
tive actions  and  make  improved  and  stabilized  cul- 
tural sites  available  to  the  public. 

Other  actions  pertaining  to  cultural  resources 
are  described  in  the  "Minerals"  section  under 
"Leasable  Minerals— Oil  and  Gas"  and  "Locatable 
Minerals." 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  this  management 
proposal  is  as  follows:  National  Register  listings 
would  establish  the  importance  of  significant 
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sites  and  help  to  ensure  their  preservation  for  the 
future.  Actions  in  the  proposed  plan  would  help 
to  stabilize  and  protect  significant  sites  along  the 
Overland  Trail,  the  Cherokee  Trail,  and  the 
Rawiins-Fort  Washakie  Trail.  Standard  manage- 
ment actions  and  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mit- 
igation guidelines  also  would  protect  cultural 
resources. 

Natural  History 

The  objectives  for  management  of  natural  his- 
tory resources  are  to  maintain  the  integrity  of 
existing  and  proposed  NNLs  and  to  maintain  the 
integrity  of  the  scientific  value  of  significant 
paleontological  resources. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  Wyoming  BLM 
standard  mitigation  guidelines  would  be  applied 
to  surface-disturbing  activities  to  maintain  the  nat- 
ural history  values  of  the  existing  and  proposed 
NNLs.  Proposed  actions  involving  surface  disturb- 
ance in  these  areas  would  be  considered  case  by 
case. 

Lands  totaling  160  acres  in  the  Gangplank  pro- 
posed NNL,  640  acres  in  the  Big  Hollow  NNL,  and 
160  acres  in  the  Sand  Creek  NNL  would  be  con- 
sidered for  disposal  to  individuals,  organizations, 
agencies,  or  institutions  that  would  manage  these 
areas  in  accordance  with  their  NNL  status  (see 
map  11). 

As  described  in  the  section  on  ACECs,  the 
Como  Bluff  National  Register  District/NNL  (1 ,760 
acres)  is  proposed  for  ACEC  designation  and 
would  be  managed  for  its  paleontological 
resources  and  historical  values. 

Paleontological  resources  would  be  managed 
through  the  use  of  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard 
mitigation  guidelines  and  discretionary  manage- 
-  ment  authority.  Inventories  would  be  conducted 
case  by  case  for  each  proposed  surface- 
disturbing  activity. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  this  management 
proposal  is  as  follows:  The  BLM's  management 
ability  is  limited  in  the  Gangplank  proposed  NNL, 
the  Big  Hollow  NNL,  and  the  Sand  Creek  NNL  by 
lack  of  legal  access  to  the  relatively  small  public 
land  parcels  in  areas  that  are  predominantly 
under  other  ownerships.  Disposal  of  the  isolated 
parcels  to  individuals,  organizations,  agencies,  or 
institutions  that  would  manage  these  areas  in 
accordance  with  their  NNL  status  would  enhance 
management  of  the  natural  history  values. 

Management  of  the  Como  Bluff  National  Reg- 
.    jster  District/NNL  as  described  in  the  ACEC  sec- 
tion would  help  preserve  the  cultural  and  paleon- 
tological values  of  the  area  and  maintain  the 
integrity  of  the  NNL. 


Application  of  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mit- 
igation guidelines  and  discretionary  management 
authority  would  help  to  preserve  significant  pa- 
leontological resources  for  future  study. 

Fire  Management 

The  objectives  for  fire  management  are  (a)  to 
concentrate  fire  suppression  efforts  in  areas  con- 
taining high  resource  and/or  human  values  and 
in  areas  with  intermingled  landownership  pat- 
terns, and  (b)  to  use  prescribed  fire  to  help  meet 
the  objectives  of  other  programs  (such  as  the 
reduction  of  fuels  or  the  maintenance  and/or 
improvement  of  wildlife  habitat  or  range  condi- 
tion). 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  different  areas  in  the 
planning  area  would  be  designated  for  different 
levels  of  fire  suppression,  as  follows: 

Full  Suppression:  Approximately  60%  of  the 
planning  area  would  be  designated  as  a  full 
suppression  area  with  no  equipment  restric- 
tions. 

Full  Suppression  With  Management  Options: 

Approximately  3%  of  the  planning  area  would 
be  designated  as  a  full  fire  suppression  area 
"with  management  options";  that  is,  restric- 
tions may  be  placed  on  the  use  of  standard 
full  suppression  firefighting  techniques. 

Limited  Suppression:  Approximately  36%  of 
the  planning  area  would  be  designated  a  lim- 
ited fire  suppression  area. 

The  remaining  1%  of  the  planning  area  would 
be  proposed  for  a  limited  suppression  classifica- 
tion following  consultation  and  agreement  with 
the  landowners  in  the  area.  If  agreement  could  not 
be  reached  to  allow  limited  suppression  of  wild- 
fires, the  area  would  be  managed  under  a  full  sup- 
pression classification. 

Map  12  shows  areas  proposed  for  the  different 
levels  of  suppression. 

The  resource  area  would  prepare  a  fire  manage- 
ment plan  containing  criteria  for  protecting  high 
resource  values  such  as  significant  cultural  re- 
sources, crucial  winter  range  for  big  game,  high 
priority  watersheds,  and  high-value  scenic  areas. 
The  fire  management  plan  would  include  opera- 
tional aspects  of  implementing  limited  suppres- 
sion designations.  The  plan  also  would  provide 
that  an  escaped  fire  analysis  be  conducted  to 
determine  the  appropriate  course  of  action  if  fires 
could  not  be  contained  within  the  first  burning 
period  or  if  they  exceeded  the  criteria  established 
for  limited  suppression. 

Prescribed  burning  would  be  used  to  achieve 
management  objectives  such  as  those  for  allot- 
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ment  management  plans  (AMPs)  and  habitat  man- 
agement plans  (HMPs).  Prescribed  burning 
would  be  conducted  in  a  manner  that  would  avoid 
violation  of  the  Wyoming  and  National  ambient  air 
quality  standards. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  this  management 
proposal  is  as  follows:  Designation  of  fire  suppres- 
sion zones  would  help  the  BLM  to  utilize  funding 
efficiently  while  providing  adequate  protection 
for  high  resource  and/or  human  values. 

The  use  of  prescribed  fire  as  a  management  tool 
can  be  cost-effective  and  environmentally  desir- 
able when  properly  applied.  Case-by-case  consid- 
eration of  proposals  for  prescribed  fire  use  would 
ensure  that  such  use  would  be  environmentally 
acceptable  and  consistent  with  the  objectives  of 
specific  activity  plans. 


Forest  Management 

The  objective  for  forest  management  is  to 
enhance  growth  and  diversity  of  the  forestlands 
through  managementpracticesincluding  harvest- 
ing at  a  recently  recalculated  allowable  harvest 
level  that  incorporates  revised  harvesting  restric- 
tions. 


Timber  Harvesting 

Four  types  of  areas  would  be  identified  in  the 
111,403  acres  of  forestland:  lands  available  for 
intensive  management  of  forest  products  (19,159 
acres),  lands  available  for  restricted  management 
of  forest  products  (6,707  acres),  lands  where  for- 
ests would  be  managed  to  enhance  other  uses 
(85,228  acres),  and  forestlands  not  available  for 
management  of  forest  products  (309  acres).  Pro- 
posed management  for  each  of  these  types  of 
areas  is  described  in  the  following  paragraphs. 

The  allowable  harvest  level  would  be  20  million 
board  feet  (MMBF)  per  decade.  This  would  be  har- 
vested from  the  25,866  acres  of  commercial  for- 
estlands available  for  intensive  or  restricted  man- 
agement of  forest  products,  w/hich  amounts  to 
23%  of  the  total  forestland  in  the  planning  area. 

The  BLM  would  manage  the  19,159  acres  of 
lands  available  for  intensive  management  of 
forest  products  (see  map  13)  to  achieve  a  highly 
productive  forest  by  implementing  activities  that 
would  enhance  tree  growth  and  health.  Full  con- 
sideration would  be  given  to  multiple-use  values. 
Timber  sales  would  be  concentrated  in  these 
areas. 

Timber  would  be  harvested  from  the  6,707  acres 
of  lands  available  for  restricted  management  of 
forest  products,  but  practices  such  as  clearcut- 


ting  would  be  restricted.  Included  in  this  category 
are  areas  such  as  steep  slopes  and  riparian  areas 
with  the  buffer  zones  surrounding  them. 

Forest  management  activities  would  be  con- 
ducted only  to  enhance  other  resource  values  or 
uses  on  the  85,228  acres  in  the  third  category. 
Aspen  and  other  noncommercial  tree  species  are 
included  in  this  category. 

The  309  acres  not  available  for  management  of 
forest  products  would  not  be  included  in  the 
timber  production  base.  These  lands  are  not  har- 
vestable  because  of  the  small  size  of  the  stands, 
their  scattered  locations,  or  terrain  limitations. 


Other  Management  Practices 

Precommercial  thinning  would  be  carried  out  to 
meet  the  forest  management  objective.  It  is  pro- 
jected that  this  would  involve  about  150  acres 
within  the  next  15  years  and  about  150  to  200 
acres  per  year  thereafter. 

Stands  of  unmerchantable,  nonproductive 
lodgepole  pine  would  be  eradicated  and  replaced 
withyoung,  vigorous  trees  to  meet  the  fores;  man- 
agement objective.  It  is  projected  that  this  would 
involve  about  500  acres  over  the  next  20  years. 

Minor  wood  products  such  as  firewood,  poles, 
posts,  Christmas  trees,  and  wildings  would  be 
available  on  demand. 

The  BLM  would  pursue  opportunities  to 
acquire  or  maintain  legal  access  to  the  areas  of 
public  land  listed  below  to  support  intensive  man- 
agement of  commercial  forestland: 

Areas  of  High  Importance:  Elk  Mountain,  Shir- 
ley Mountains,  Arlington,  Little  Medicine 

Areas  of  Moderate  Importance:  White  Rock 
Canyon,  Toltec,  North  Laramie  River,  Pine 
Mountain/Split  Rock 

Areas  of  Low  Importance:  Woodedge,  Seven 

Mile,  Sugarloaf 
Consolidation  of  landownership  on  Elk  Moun- 
tain and  Shirley  Mountain  would  be  considered 
as  opportunities  arose.  This  action  would  have  a 
moderate  priority.  If  accomplished,  it  would 
increase  the  efficiency  of  forest  management. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  this  management 
proposal  is  as  follows:  The  productivity  of  thecon-- 

mercial  forestlands  in  the  planning  area  would  be 
enhanced  by  the  actions  in  the  proposed  plan, 
and  timber  would  be  made  available  to  the  wood 
products  industry. 

The  intensive  timber  management  activities  of 
thinning  and  stand  eradication  would  be  imple- 
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Forestlands  with  Potential  for  Intensive  Management 


Map  13 

FORESTLANDS  WITH  POTENTIAL 

FOR  INTENSIVE  MANAGl    1ENT 

(Draft  Map  20) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource   Management  Plan 


Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


merited  in  the  23%  of  the  total  forestlands  that 
would  be  available  for  intensive  or  restrictive  man- 
agement of  forest  products.  These  intensive  man- 
agement activities  would  be  conducted  with  con- 
sideration for  other  resource  values,  including 
recreation,  visual  resources,  wildlife  habitat,  and 
soil,  water,  and  air  resources.  Where  practicable, 
the  BLM  would  take  actions  to  enhance  those 
values. 

The  proposed  harvest  level  would  be  about  77% 
of  the  sustained-yield  capacity  of  the  planning 
area,  a  level  that  could  be  sustained  in  perpetuity 
with  current  technology.  Other  resource  values 
also  would  be  considered. 

Because  forest  management  activities  would  be 
conducted  only  to  enhance  other  resource  values 
in  85,228  acres,  multiple-use  values  would  benefit 
in  those  areas.  Management  in  those  areas  would 
be  tailored  specifically  to  benefit  other  identified 
resource  values  or  uses,  including  watershed  and 
wildlife  habitat. 


Lands  Program 


Introduction 

The  objective  for  management  of  the  lands  pro- 
gram is  to  pursue  balanced  management  by  allow- 
ing utility/transportation  systems  in  the  entire 
planning  area  under  appropriate  restrictions,  by 
avoiding  high-value  lands  when  routes  are 
selected  forutility/transportationsystems,  by  con- 
sidering disposal  of  isolated,  unmanageable 
lands  or  lands  needed  for  community  expansion, 
by  seeking  protective  withdrawals  only  on  unique 
resources  or  facilities,  and  by  revoking  unneeded 
withdrawals. 


Utility/Transportation  Systems 

All  public  lands  would  be  open  to  utility/ 
transportation  systems,  but  such  systems  would 
be  located  next  to  existing  facilities  whenever  pos- 
sible. 

For  protection  of  important  resource  values 
such  as  those  listed  under  "Leasable  Mineral- 
s—Oil and  Gas,"  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mit- 
igation guidelines  for  surface-disturbing  activities 
would  be  applied  to  activities  related  to  utility/ 
transportation  systems. 

Areas  identified  on  map  14  would  be  avoided 
in  plans  for  new  facility  placement  and  routes.  If 
it  became  necessary  for  facilities  to  be  placed 
within  avoidance  areas,  effects  would  be  inten- 
sively mitigated. 


The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 
proposal  for  utility/transportation  systems  is  as 
follows:  Designation  of  utility  corridors  has  been 
tried  in  the  planning  area  in  the  past,  but  complete 
inventory  information  and  environmental  analy- 
ses were  not  available,  particularly  regarding  cul- 
tural resources  and  wildlife  Rfcause  of  this  lack 
of  information  and  the  "checkerboard"  landowner- 
ship  pattern  in  much  of  the  planning  area,  desig- 
nation of  corridors  did  not  reduce  requirements 
for  environmental  analyses  or  improve  coordina- 
tion between  jurisdictional  entities.  Only  corri- 
dors that  exist  because  of  current  use  have  the 
potential  to  reduce  the  need  for  environmental 
analyses  or  to  reduce  jurisdictional  problems. 

The  proposed  plan  would  allow  flexibility  in 
placement  of  new  utility/transportation  systems 
yet  prevent  proliferation  of  new  routes,  A  policy 
of  encouraging  placement  of  systems  next  to 
existing  facilities  where  appropriate  would  help  to 
streamline  the  process  while  allowing  considera- 
tion of  other  locations.  Important  and  sensitive 
resource  values  would  be  protected  by  applica- 
tion of  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation 
guidelines  to  utility/transportation  systems  and 
by  avoidance  of  specific  areas  known  to  contain 
such  values. 


Communication  Sites 

Site  categories  would  be  established  for  all 
existing  communication  sites  according  to  thefol- 
lowing  criteria: 

High-power  communication  sites  would  be 
reserved  for  broadcast  television  and  radio 
transmitters  of  100  watts  or  more. 

Low-power  communication  sites  would  be 
reserved  for  microwave,  mobile  telephone/ 
radio,  and  othertransmitters  using  fewerthan 
100  watts. 

Proposed  locations  for  communication  sites  in 
both  categories  are  shown  on  map  15. 

A  2-mile  buffer  from  other  transmission  facili- 
ties would  be  maintained  around  each  site  to 
ensure  its  integrity.  Communication  site  plans 
would  be  developed  for  all  existing  sites,  and  a 
site  plan  would  have  to  be  prepared  before  the 
BLM  would  approve  any  new  facility. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 
proposal  for  communication  sites  is  as  follows: 
Through  establishment  of  site  categories,  place- 
ment of  buffers  around  transmission  facilities, 
and  development  of  site  plans,  communication 
needs  would  be  met  and  conflicts  among  site 
users  would  be  minimized. 
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The  following  areas  would  be  avoided,  if  possible,  when  per- 
mits are  granted  for  surface-disturbing  activities.  If  avoidance 
is  not  possible,  each  situation  would  be  individually  analyzed 
considering  facility  features,  use,  time  of  year,  construction 
techniques,  and  human  presence.  Impacts  would  be  carefully 
mitigated  by  intensive  reclamation,  special  construction  tech- 
niques, etc. 

Steep  Slopes  (not  shown  on  map  -  covers  8%  of  planning 
area) 

Riparian  Areas  /  Surface  Water  (only  main  water  bodies 
shown  on  map  -  covers  372%  of  planning  area) 

High  Priority  Habitat  (not  shown  on  map  -  covers  6%  of 
planning  area  -  may  overlap  other  areas) 


•AJ  Sage     Grouse    Strutting    Grounds     (locations    on    map 
"     are    approximate    -   these    areas   will    be   avoided    whe- 
ther or  not  they  are  presently  known) 

VRM  Class  I  and  II  Areas,  Baggs  Elk  Crucial  Winter 
Range,  Como  Bluff  Natural  History  Site,  Sand  Hills 
Area,  Historic  Trails,  Raptor  Concentration  Areas, 
and  Recreation  Areas. 
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Map  14 

UTILITY/TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEMS 

AVOIDANCE  AREAS 

(Revised  From  Draft  Map  4) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management  Plan 
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•       High  Power  Communication  Site 
®       Low  Power  Communication  Site 
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Map  15 

COMMUNICATION  SITE    \ATEGORIES 

(Draft  Map  5 
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Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 
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Landownership  Adjustments 

Disposals  underthe  Recreation  and  Public  Pur- 
poses Act  (R&PP  disposals)  and  proposed  land 
exchanges  would  be  considered  case  by  case 
when  such  actions  would  be  consistent  witli  the 
objectives  of  this  BMP. 

The  BLM  has  identified  a  total  of  66,000  acres 
of  public  land  that  appear  to  nneet  the  FLPMA  cri- 
teria for  disposal.  This  land  can  be  considered  for 
disposal  by  any  appropriate  means  permitted 
under  the  land  laws.  Before  taking  any  disposal 
action,  the  BLM  would  give  individual  considera- 
tion to  each  tract,  including  public  involvement. 
Specific  tracts  and  the  applicable  FLPMA  criteria 
are  identified  on  maps  16,  17,  18,  and  19. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 
proposal  for  landownership  adjustments  is  as  fol- 
lows: The  proposed  plan  would  allow  the  BLM  to 
improve  management  efficiency  in  areas  with  scat- 
tered landownership  patterns  and  to  respond  to 
community  needs  for  expansion  and  economic 
development. 

To  prevent  disposal  of  tracts  containing  impor- 
tant values,  the  BLM  would  dispose  of  any  parcel 
in  the  66,000  acres  already  identified  only  after 
site-specific  consideration.  Proposals  for 
exchanges  and  R&PP  disposals  would  be  consid- 
ered throughout  the  planning  area  in  the  future, 
as  would  any  proposals  for  disposal  of  lands  not 
identified  as  meeting  the  FLPMA  criteria  for  dis- 
posal. However,  which  specific  tracts  would  be 
included  cannot  be  predicted.  These  proposals 
would  be  considered  only  if  they  were  consistent 
with  the  objectives  of  the  RMP. 


Access 

The  need  for  access  is  discussed  under 
"Cultural  Resources,"  "Forest  Management,"  and 
"Recreation."  The  BLM  would  pursue  opportuni- 
ties to  acquire  or  maintain  legal  access  to  the  fol- 
lowing areas,  which  are  listed  by  level  of  impor- 
tance: 


High  Importance 

Arlington  (forestry) 

Atlantic  Rim  (recreation) 

Big  Creel<  (recreation) 

Elk  Mountain  (forestry) 

Ferris  Mountains  (recreation) 

Little  Medicine  (forestry) 

Miller  Hill  (recreation) 

Shirley  Mountain  (forestry,  recreation) 


Moderate  Importance 

North  Laramie  River  (forestry) 
Pine  Mountain-Split  Rocl<  (forestry) 
Rawlins  Uplift  (recreation) 
Seminoe-Pathfinder  (recreation) 
Toltec  (forestry) 
White  Rock  Canyon  (forestry) 


Low  Importance 

Seven  Mile  (forestry) 

Sugarloaf  (forestry) 

Woodedge  (forestry) 

Continental  Divide  Trail  (recreation) 

Areas  of  access  need  are  shown  on  map  20. 
This  listing  does  not  preclude  consideration  of 
acquisition  of  additional  access  as  opportunities 
arise  or  as  needs  are  identified. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 
proposal  for  acquisition  of  access  is  as  follows: 
Legal  access  is  necessary  for  effective  implemen- 
tation of  the  identified  programs.  In  some  cases, 
administrative  access  for  BLM  personnel  or  spe- 
cific management  actions  would  be  sufficient.  In 
other  cases,  public  access  would  be  desirable. 
Under  the  proposed  RMP,  the  BLM's  efforts 
would  be  concentrated  on  gaining  or  maintaining 
legal  access  in  a  manner  acceptable  to  all  parties 
involved. 


Withdrawals  and  Classifications 

For  the  purposes  of  this  document,  classifica- 
tions that  segregate  public  land  from  operation  of 
the  land  laws  (such  as  disposal),  mineral  location, 
and/or  mineral  leasing  are  discussed  as  withdraw- 
als. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  planning  area 
would  be  open  to  operation  of  the  public  land  laws 
except  for  the  following  withdrawals: 

A  total  of  81 ,489  acres  of  existing  withdrav.  als 
that  segregate  land  from  operation  of  the  land 
laws  (such  as  disposal)  or  mineral  location. 
These  withdrawals  are  listed  under  "Lo- 
catable  Minerals"  in  the  "Minerals"  section. 

The  1 ,570  acres  of  proposed  new  withdrawals 
listed  under"Locatable  Minerals. "These  with- 
drawals would  segregate  land  from  operation 
of  the  land  laws  (such  as  disposal)  or  mineral 
location. 

The  following  existing  withdrawals,  totalinn 
213,490  acres;  power  sites,  5,150  acres;  st-'i 
driveways,    193,983;    and    public   water   re- 
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Areas  of  public  lands  that  may  have  future 
potential  for  disposal  or  transfer  because 
they  are  isolated  and  difficult  to  manage 
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Map  16 
LANDS  THAT  MAY  BE  COMSlDEP'-iD  FOR  DIJPOSAL 
ALBANY  AND  EASTERN  CARBON  COUNTIES 
(Revised  r-rom  Drati    '.'•  ip  8) 
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I  Areas  of  public  lands  that  may  have  future 
I  potential  for  disposal  or  transfer  because  they 
would  meet  important  public  objectives  such 
as  expansion  or  economic  development 
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Map  17 
LANDS  THAT  MAY  BE  CONSIDERED  FOR  DISPOSAL 
MORTHERN  CARBON  AND  SWEETWATER  COL'iTlES 
(Draft  Map  9) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management  Pla- 
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Map  18 
LANDS  THAT  MAY  BE  CONSIDERED  FOR  DISPOSAL 

LARAMIE  COUNTY 
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LARAMJE  COUNTY 

(Draft  Map  10> 
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Areas  of  public  lands  that  may  have  future 
potential  for  disposal  or  tr  insfer  because  they 
would  meet  important  puuiic  rbjectives  such 
as  expansion  or  econo.nic  dev    jpment 
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Map  19 
LANDS  THAT  MAY  PE  CONSIDERED  FOR  DISPOSAL 
SOUTHE'     :  C  \RBON  COUNTY 
;it  Map  11) 

Medicine'-     v-D         ;  Resource  Management  Plan 


I ,  Area  of  Access  Need 

♦  ♦«♦♦♦  Continental  Divide  Trail 

1  Elk  Mountain 

2  Shirley  Mountains 

3  Miller  Hill 

4  jAtlantiic    Rim 


6  White  Rock  Canyon 

7  Arlington 

8  Woodedge 

9  Seven  Mile 

10  Little  Medicine 

n  Toltec 

12  North    Laramie   River 


14  Sugarloaf 

15  Big  Creek 

16  Seminoe-Pathfinder  Reservoirs 

17  Ferris  Mountains 
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Map  20 
AREAS  OF  ACCESS  NEED 

(Draft  Map  12) 
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Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


I 
I 


I 

i 

s 

i 
I 

I 
I 


E*V:. 


i 
1^' 


i: 


I 
I 

r 


isi 


serves,  14,357.  These  withdrawals  segregate  land 
from  operation  of  the  land  laws  (including  dis- 
posal) but  not  from  mineral  location. 

There  is  minimal  overlap  among  the  withdraw- 
als listed. 

All  remaining  existing  withdrawals  and  classifi- 
cations would  be  reviewed  individually,  and 
unless  the  review  indicated  a  need  to  continue  a 
specific  withdrawal  or  classification,  all  would  be 
revoked.  Revocations  could  not  be  implemented 
until  National  Wildlife  Federation  v.  Burford  et  al.  is 
resolved.  This  court  case  is  discussed  on  page  20 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

Maps  21,  22,  and  23  show  the  withdrawals. 
Table  1  details  the  proposed  management  of  with- 
drawals under  the  proposed  plan. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 
proposal  for  withdrawals  is  as  follows:  FLPMA 
requires  individual  review  of  existing  withdrawals 
and  classifications  before  they  can  be  revol<ed; 
therefore,  individual  revocations  would  receive 
careful  consideration. 

Most  of  the  planning  area  is  temporarily  segre- 
gated from  disposal  by  Classification  and  Multi- 
ple Use  (C&MU)  classifications  (see  the  Glossary 
in  the  draft  document).  The  provisions  of  FLPMA 
now  accomplish  the  protection  formerly  provided 
by  these  segregations. 

Of  the  existing  263,258  acres  of  stock  driveway 
withdrawals,  only  193,983  acres  are  still  used  for 
trailing  purposes. 

Revocation  of  the  withdrawals  and  classifica- 
tions mentioned  above  would  eliminate  duplica- 
tive or  unnecessary  protection,  while  the  remain- 
ing withdrawals  that  would  not  be  revoked  under 
the  propose^  RMP  would  protect  important  areas 
for  public  benefit. 

Livestock  Grazing  IVlanagement 

Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  the  livestock  grazing 
management  for  the  portions  of  the  planning  area 
covered  by  the  Divide  Rangeiand  Program  Sum- 
mary (RPS)  and  the  Seven  Lakes  RPS  would  con- 
tinue unchanged.  (The  separate  grazing  EIS 
areas  are  shown  on  map  24.)  Actions  would  be 
taken  to  maintain  or  improve  forage  availability 
and  ecological  condition  in  those  areas  on  the 
basis  of  monitoring  information.  The  objective 
and  management  actions  that  follow  pertain  to 
the  Medicine  Bow  grazing  EIS  area. 

Theobjective  for  management  of  livestock  graz- 
ing in  the  Medicine  Bow  grazing  EIS  area  is  to 
enhance  livestock  grazing  while  a  balance  is  main- 
tained between  economic  uses  and  the  enhance- 
ment of  wildlife  habitat,  watershed,  and  riparian 
areas. 


To  meet  the  livestock  grazing  objective,  the 
BLM  would  maintain  or  update  existing  AMPs  and 
develop  new  AMPsfor"l"  (improve)  category  allot- 
ments. (Allotment  categories  are  explained  in  the 
Livestock  Grazing  appendix  to  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.) 

Grazing  systems  would  be  designed  to  achieve 
the  livestock  grazing  objective  (see  Livestock 
Grazing  appendix  to  the  draft  EIS  for  allotment- 
specific  actions). 

Grazing  treatments  designed  to  meet  the  live- 
stock grazing  objective  would  be  incorporated 
into  the  grazing  systems  for  AMPs  in  "I"  category 
allotments  (see  page  376  in  the  draft  document). 

Various  practices  would  be  implemented  to 
improve  the  condition  of  riparian  areas.  Livestock 
would  be  excluded  from  some  riparian  areas  until 
they  improved  sufficiently  to  support  limited  sea- 
sonal grazing.  The  development  of  grazing  sys- 
tems is  another  method  that  could  be  used  to 
improve  riparian  areas,  and  other  treatments  also 
could  be  implemented  in  some  riparian  areas. 

BLM  personnel  would  collect  and  analyze  mon- 
itoring data  to  determine  if  the  livestock  grazing 
objective  was  being  achieved. 

The  BLM  would  give  special  attention  to  main- 
tenance of  wildlife  habitat  on  13,140  acres  that 
contain  crucial  winter  range  for  big  game  and 
other  important  wildlife  habitat  areas,  also  would 
receive  special  attention  (see  maps  25,  26,  and 
27). 

Livestock  grazing  would  continue  to  be 
excluded  from  the  Pennock  Mountain  Big  Game 
Winter  Range  (6,285  acres),  the  Wick  Brothers 
Wildlife  Management  Unit  (320  acres),  the  Lara- 
mie Peak  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Unit 
(2,858  acres),  the  Sybille  Game  and  Fish 
Research  Unit  (680  acres),  and  the  Split  Rock/ 
Duck  Creek  Agreement  Area  (1,760  acres). 

Range  improvements  would  be  designed  to 
achieve  the  livestock  grazing  objective. 

Requests  for  changes  in  seasons  of  use  or  kind 
of  livestock  would  be  considered  case  by  case.  In 
addition,  requests  for  changes  in  kind  of  livestock 
from  sheep  to  cattle  would  be  considered  with 
management  actions  to  maintain  or  improve  ripar- 
ian condition. 

It  is  projected  that  the  long-term  authorized  live- 
stock use  would  be  about  186,972  AUMs  as  a 
result  of  the  actions  to  be  implemented.  Grazing 
adjustments,  if  required,  would  be  based  on  reli- 
able vegetation  monitoring  studies,  consultation 
and  coordination,  inventory,  or  a  combination  of 
these  sources. 
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Map  21 
NEW  WITHDRAWALS 

(Draft:  Map  13) 


(Draft  Map  13) 
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Withdrawals  which  prohibit  disposals 
and  agricultural  or  mineral  entry 
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Mao  22 

WITHDRAWALS  WHIG!  •:  PROHIBIT  DISPOSALS 

AND  AGRICULTURAL  OR  MINERAL  ENTRY 

(Draft  Map  14) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Managennent  Plan 
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Map  23 

WITHDRAWALS  WHICH  PROHIBIT  DISPOSALS 

AND  AGRICULTURAL  ENTRY 
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Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


i': 


pi'-"- 


t' 


TABLE  1 
WITHDRAWAL  SUMMARY 


Type  of 
Withdrawal 


Acreage 
Originally 
Withdrawn 


Existing  Mineral  Withdrawalsi 

Stratton  hydrology 
R&PP  classifications 
—held  by  lessee 
—classified  only 
Administrative  sites  (BLM) 
Administrative  sites  (FS)2 
Reclamation  (BuRec)2 
Wildlife  refuges  (FWS) 
Air  navigation  sites  (FAA) 
Public  water  reserves^  3 
C&MU  classification'' 
Small  tract 
Oil  shale 

Coal  classifications 
Coal  withdrawals 

New  Mineral  Withdrawals^ 

Encampment  campground 
Corral  Creek  campground^ 
Bennett  Peak  campground 
Teton  Reservoir  campgrounds 
Pryor  Flats  campground^ 
Dugway  recreation  site 
Nine-Mile  recreation  site 
Como  Bluff  paleontological 

site 
Cherokee,  Overland,  and 

Rawlins-Fort  Washakie 

historic  trails 
Fort  Washakie  stage  station 
Overland  Trail 
Big  Creek  proposed  recreation 

site 
Prospect  Creek  proposed 

recreation  site 
Jelm  Mountain  proposed 

proposed  recreation  site 
Shirley  Mountain  proposed 

campground^ 
Gibben's  beardtongue  site 


2,694 


For  New 
Withdrawal 


Proposed  RMP 


Retain 
Withdrawal 


0 

0 

0 

640 

0 

680 

0 

5 

0 

5 

0 

10 

0 

20 

0 

10 

2,694 


0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 


Revoke 

Existing 

Withdrawal 


1,144 

0 

1,144 

0 

4,197 

0 

0 

4,197 

93 

0 

6 

87 

720 

0 

0 

720 

73,290 

0 

73,290 

0 

3,915 

0 

3,915 

0 

440 

0 

440 

0 

41,245 

0 

0 

31,738 

3,916 

0 

0 

3,916 

15 

0 

0 

15 

564,758 

0 

0 

564,758 

671,768 

0 

0 

671,768 

610,170 

0 

0 

610,170 

0 

10  . 

0 

0 

0 

20 

0 

0 

0 

20 

0 

0 

0 

160 

0 

0 

0 

40 

0 

0 

0 

320 

0 

0 

0 

40 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
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Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 

TABLE  1  (Continued) 
WITHDRAWAL  SUMMARY 


Proposed  RMP 


Type  of 
Withdrawal 


Acreage 
Originally 
Withdrawn 


For  New 
Withdrawal 


Retain 
Withdrawal 


Revoke 

hxisting 

Withdrawal 


Existing  Land  Withdrawals^ 

Power  sites 
Stock  driveways 
Public  water  reserves^ 
C&MU  classification* 

Totals' 


5,150 

263,258 

0 

3,641,500 

3,651,000 


0 
0 

4,850 
0 

6,330 


5,150 

193,983 

9,507 

0 

290,000 


0 

69,275 

0 

3,641,500 

3,646,000 


ABBREVIATIONS:  BLM  =  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior;  BuRec  =  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior;  FAA  =  Federal  Aviation  Administration;  FS  =  Forest  Service,  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture;  FWS  =  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior. 

1  These  withdrawals  would  segregate  the  land  against  operation  of  the  public  land  laws,  including  the  1872  General 
Mining  Law. 

2  These  withdrawals  are  scheduled  for  future  review.  The  recommendations  from  the  reviews  will  be  arrived  at  on 
a  case-specific  basis  and  may  differ  slightly  from  those  reflected  in  this  table.  It  is  possible  that  portions  of  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  withdrawals  may  be  revoked,  returning  the  lands  to  the  jurisdiction  of  BLM. 

3  The  original  public  water  reserve  withdrawals  segregated  against  the  location  of  nonmetalliferous  minerals  only. 
Withdrawal  review  reports  completed  in  1982  revealed  that  this  segregation  is  unnecessary  to  protect  the  water 
sources  Public  Water  Reserve  107  also  said  that  all  water  sources  existing  on  the  date  of  the  withdrawal  order 
were  protected  and  withdrawn  even  if  they  were  not  noted  to  the  official  records.  Therefore,  4,850  acres  of  unrecorded 
water  sources  and  9,507  acres  of  recorded  public  water  reserves  are  shown  as  lands  withdrawals. 

Public  water  reserves  withdrawn  under  Secretarial  Order  107  and  other  classification  orders  would  be  reviewed 
to  determine  if  they  meet  the  retention  requirements  of  legal  opinions  of  the  solicitor  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  of  the  agreement  made  between  the  state  of  Wyoming  and  the  Department  of  Justice  (for  the  Department 
of  the  Interior)  regarding  the  adjudication  of  water  rights.  Withdrawals  would  be  terminated  on  public  water  reserves 
that  do  not  meet  retention  requirements. 

"  The  Classification  and  Multiple  Use  Act  of  1964  mandated  that  the  BLM  consider  classifying  lands  for  disposal 
and  for  multiple  use  management.  Within  the  lands  classified  for  multiple  use,  areas  could  be  further  protected 
by  segregation  against  mineral  entry.  A  notice  of  classification  in  the  Federal  Register  of  November  8,  1967.  classified 
3,650,000  acres  in  the  planning  area  for  retention  and  multiple  use  management.  Of  this  total,  3,916  acres  ot  high 
value  recreation  land  were  segregated  from  mineral  entry. 

Under  the  proposed  RMP  the  C&MU  classification  would  be  removed  in  its  entirety.  Some  of  the  recreation  sites 
that  previously  had  C&MU  protection  would  need  to  be  protected  by  withdrawals  under  the  proposed  RMP  Therefore, 
new  withdrawal  proposals  (not  previously  presented)  appear  for  the  proposed  RMR 

5  These  areas  are  protected  under  the  1967  C&MU  classification  {see  footnote  4). 

s  These  withdrawals  would  segregate  the  land  against  operation  of  the  public  land  laws  but  not  the  1872  General 

Mining  Law. 

7  These  totals  are  approximate.  Many  of  the  withdrawals  overlap  one  another.  See  maps  21,  22,  and  23  for  lands 

where  withdrawals  would  occur  under  the  proposed  RMP. 
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■jisSmfta    Seven  Lakes  Grazing  EIS  Area 


Divide  Grazing  EIS  Area 
Medicine  Bow  Grazing  EIS  Area 


IV  )te:  Tlie  Seven  Lal<es  and  Divide  Grazing 
E    j  Areas  are  covered  in  another  document. 


Scale  f  n  M  lies 
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MEDICINE  BOW  GRAZING  EIS  AREA 

(Draft  Map  2) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resi,  .ice  Management  Plan 
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1  Areas  in  which  livestocl<  grazing  would  occur 
and  special  attention  would  be  given  to  main- 
tenance of  wildlife  habitat. 


Map  25 

BAGGOT  ROCKS  AND  ENCAMPMENT  RIVER  CANYON 

IMPORTANT  WILDLIFE  HABITATS  PROPOSED  FOR 

SPECIAL  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

(Revised  From  Draft  Map  58) 

Medicine  Bow-Divid"  Resource  Manaofnient  Plan 


Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 
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The  projected  range  improvements  necessary 
to  achieve  the  livestocl<  grazing  objective  would 
be  130  miles  of  fence,  113  water  developments, 
and  69,808  acres  of  vegetation  manipulation. 
Vegetation  manipulation  techniques  would 
include  the  use  of  fire. 

II  is  projected  that  it  would  be  necessary  to 
exclude  livestock  grazing  from  67  acres  of  ripar- 
ian areas  until  the  areas  improved  sufficiently  to 
support  limited  seasonal  grazing.  It  is  further  pro- 
jected that  1,658  acres  of  other  riparian  areas 
would  be  improved  either  by  development  of  graz- 
:  ing  systems  to  include  riparian  pastures  or  by 
Implementation  of  other  treatments. 

.     The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 

;  proposal  for  livestock  grazing  management  in  the 

'  Medicine  Bow  grazing  EIS  area  is  as  follows:  The 

^^   management  actions  proposed  would  improve 

;   ecological  condition  and  increase  the  amount  of 

*  forage  available  for  all  grazing  animals,  fvlonitor- 

;   Ing  data  would  form  the  basis  for  livestock  grazing 

adjustments.  If  monitoring  indicated  improved 

condition  and  increased  forage  availability,  and  if 

:    the  needs  of  other  grazing  animals  and  watershed 

-management  had   been   met,   an    increase   m 

grazing  preference  could  be  considered.  Under 

the  proposed  actions,  riparian  condition  would  be 

improved  without  unnecessarily  excluding  live- 

■:,    Stock  grazing. 


;*;&. 


Minerals  Management 


^Si:  Leasable  Minerals 


Coal 

The  objectives  for  management  of  the  federal 
coal  resource  in  this  planning  area  are  (a)  to  pro- 
vide for  both  short-  and  long-range  development 
■  of  lederal  coal  in  an  orderly  and  timely  manner, 
S'^consistent  with  the  policies  of  the  federal  coal 
P»-- management  program,  environmental  integrity 
p4|^  national  energy  needs,  and  related  demands;  (b) 
rtto  protect  important  resources  by  specifying 
sf^^A  whether  federal  coal  can  be  leased  for  surface, 
P^^jubsurface,  or  in  situ  mining  methods;  and  (c)  to 
Ellow  analysis  of  alternative  areas  in  considera- 
;  lion  of  future  leasing  activities. 


K:' 


Coal  Acceplable    for    Leasing    Consideration. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  coal  would  be  accept- 
able for  further  consideration  for  leasing  (through 

lease  applications  or  coal  activity  planning)  in  the 

areas  listed  below: 


FOR 


f 


Hanna  Basin-26,590  acres  of  public 
containing  168.2  million  tons  of  coal 


land 


North  Indian  Springs— 3,840  acres  of  public 
land  containing  25.0  million  tons  of  coal 
(acceptable  for  leasing  consideration  only  for 
in  situ  coal  development) 

Indian  Springs— 2,500  acres  of  public  land 
containing  25.0  million  tons  of  coal  (accept- 
able for  leasing  consideration  only  for  in  situ 
coal  development) 

Red  Rim— 9,720  acres  of  public  land  contain- 
ing 40.6  million  tons  of  coal 

China  Butte— 6,240  acres  of  public  land  con- 
taining 73.9  million  tons  of  coal 

Atlantic  Rim— 3,650  acres  of  public  land  con- 
taining 79.1  million  tons  of  coal 

The  areas  with  potential  for  coal  development 
are  shown  on  map  28.  The  mitigative  measures 
developed  in  the  coal  screening  process  would  be 
applied  in  these  areas  as  described  in  the  Coal 
appendix  to  this  document. 

A  total  of  3,450  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Hanna 
Basin  area  containing  22.8  million  tons  of  coal 
were  found  unacceptable  for  further  considera- 
tion for  leasing  during  the  coal  screi  i  nng  process 
because  of  multiple-use  conflicts  and  through 
application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria.  (The 
screening  process  is  described  in  the  Coal  appen- 
dix to  this  document.) 

All  other  areas  would  be  unavailable  for  leasing 
consideration. 


Development  Sequence.  A  north-to-south  coal 
development  sequence  would  be  followed  in  the 
entire  area  west  of  Rawiins  and  south  of  1-BO  as 
needs  were  identified.  Coal  development  in  the 
southern  part  of  that  area  might  strain  the  capa- 
bility of  communities  there  to  accommodate 
growth;  the  proposed  north-to-south  develop- 
ment sequence  should  serve  to  direct  population 
to  communities  in  the  northern  part  of  the  area, 
where  development  is  needed. 

The  development  sequence  described  above 
would  depend  on  the  Savery  preference  right 
lease  applications  (PRLAs)  not  being  developed 
in  the  foreseeable  future  (USDl,  BLM  and  GS 
1983— see  Additional  References  in  this  docu- 
ment). Should  a  PRLA  eventually  result  in  a  coal 
lease    sensitive    environmental    and    socioeco- 
nomic concerns  would  have  to  be  considered  with 
regard  to  development  of  that  lease.  One  possible 
way  these  concerns  could  be  protected  would  be 
through  avoidance  of  coal  development  on  these 
PRLA  lands.  To  this  end,  the  BLM  might  consirler 
an  exchange,  but  this  could  be  done  only  after  the 
applicant  had  acquired  a  lease  by  demonstrating 
the  presence  of  commercial  quantities  of  coal  u  lat 
are  economically  developable. 
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SCALE  IN  MILES 


, 1  Areas  in  which  livestock  grazing  would  occur 

CD  Sid  special  attention  would  be  given  to  mam- 
tenance  of  wildlife  habitat. 


Map  27 
MIRACLE  MILE 
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Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Managemn  '.  ^ 
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Map  26 

BENNETTT  PEAK  AND  PROSPECT  MOUNTAIN 

IMPORTANT  WILDLIFE  HABITATS  PROPOSED  FOR 

SPECIAL  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

(Revised  From  Draft  Map  59) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management  Plan 
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Scale  In  Miles 


_7 1    Hanna  Basin 

I      2      I    North  Indian  Springs 


Atlantic  Rim 
Savery  PR  LA 


Indian  Springs 
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Map  28 
AREAS  WITH  POTENTIAL   FOR   COAU  DEVELOPMENT 


Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


TheBLM  would  processall  applications  for  leas- 
ing in  areas  identified  as  acceptable  for  further 
consideration  for  coal  leasing.  For  each  applica- 
tion, BLM  would  conduct  a  site-specific  environ- 
mental analysis  and  would  consider  the  develop- 
ment sequence  described  above  and  other 
environmental  and  socioeconomic  factors. 


Rationale.  The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  man- 
agement proposal  for  the  federal  coal  resource  is 
as  follows:  Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  BLM 
would  have  adequate  flexibility  to  respond  to 
Changes  in  the  demand  for  coal  from  a  pool  of 
areas  found  to  be  acceptable  for  further  consid- 
eration for  leasing  with  appropriate  protective  or 
mitigating  stipulations. 

,  The  mitigation  and  protection  requirements 
developed  when  the  coal  screening  process  was 
conducted  (described  in  the  Coal  appendix) 
would  ensure  that   sensitive   resource   values 


would  be  considered.  In  addition,  site-specific 
environmental  analysis  would  be  conducted 
before  any  of  the  areas  would  be  leased  and  again 
before  mining  began.  Thus,  the  proposed  plan 
would  give  the  BLM  the  flexibility  to  respond  to 
changes  in  demand  while  giving  full  considera- 
tion to  social  and  environmental  concerns. 


Oil  and  Gas 

The  objective  for  management  of  oil  and  gas 
resources  is  to  provide  for  leasing,  exploration, 
and  development  of  oil  and  gas  while  protecting 
other  resource  values. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  5  million  acres  would 
be  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  subject  to  the  Wyo- 
ming BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines. 

Leases  would  be  issued  with  surface  disturb- 
ance restrictions  to  protect  the  resources  listed  in 
table  2. 


H 


mMt'' 


TABLE  2 

ACREAGES  WITH  SURFACE 
DISTURBANCE  RESTRICTIONS 


Type  of  Area 


Estimated 
Acreage 


steep  slopes 

Riparian  areas  and/or  perennial  surface  water 
Historic  trails 

VRM  Class  I  and  Class  II  areas 
Existing  and  proposed  recreation  sites 
North  Platte  River  SRMA  (1/4  mile  on  either  side 
of  the  river) 

Special  management  areas,  as  follows; 

Sage  grouse  leks 

High  priority  wildlife  habitat 

Raptor  concentration  areas  (see  map  8) 

Baggs  crucial  winter  range  for  elk 

Overlapping  big  game  crucial  vs/inter  range 


320,000 

140.000 

43,000 

194,000 

560 

3,550 


22,900 

240,000 
60,020 
79,000 

122,880 


NOTE;  The  above  acreages  are  estimates  based  on  the  best  available 
Information.  They  are  intended  to  give  the  reader  a  concept  of  the  area 
involved.  Some  acreages  may  overlap.  Leases  would  be  issued  on 
approximately  1.4  million  acres  with  seasonal  restrictions  to  protect 
wildlife  during  critical  periods.  This  acreage  includes  raptor  concentration 
areas,  sage  grouse  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  nesting  habitat,  and  big  game 
crucial  winter  range  and  birthing  areas.  It  overlaps  with  some  of  the 
acreages  listed  above. 
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Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


Leases  would  be  issued  on  approximately  1.4 
million  acres  with  seasonal  restrictions  to  protect 
wildlife  during  critical  periods  (see  the  Standard 
Mitigation  Guidelines  appendix).  This  acreage 
includes  raptor  concentration  areas,  sage  grouse 
and  sharp-tailed  grouse  nesting  habitat,  and  big 
game  crucial  winter  range  and  birthing  areas.  It 
overlaps  with  some  of  the  acreages  listed  in 
table  2. 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  would  be  allowed  subject 
to  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation  guide- 
lines in  the  Sand  Hills  area  (ACEC,  8,300  acres), 
the  Como  Bluff  area  (ACEC,  1 ,760  acres),  and  the 
raptor  concentration  areas  (of  which  36,600  acres 
would  be  in  ACECs  and  80,960  acres  would  be  out- 
side ACECs).  In  addition,  surface-disturbing  activ- 
ities would  be  restricted  and  intensively  managed 
to  maintain  important  resource  values  in  the 
ACECs,  the  Baggs  Elk  Crucial  Winter  Range  (see 
ACEC  section),  and  the  overlapping  crucial  win- 
ter ranges  for  big  game. 

All  lands  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  also  would 
be  available  for  geophysical  exploration  subject 
to  the  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation 
guidelines. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 
proposal  for  oil  and  gas  resources  is  as  follows: 
Under  the  proposed  RMP,  the  entire  planning 
area  would  be  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing 
while  sensitive  resources  and  values  would  be  pro- 
tected with  appropriate  restrictions.  This  is  consis- 
tent with  national  policy  that  energy  resources 
should  be  available  for  development  and  with  the 
principle  of  multiple-use  management  of  the  pub- 
lic lands.  Availability  of  lands  for  oil  and  gas  leas- 
ing does  not  mean  that  other  resource  values 
would  not  receive  full  consideration;  such 
resources  and  values  would  be  adequately  pro- 
tected by  the  restrictions  described  above. 


Other  Leasable  Minerals 

The  objective  for  management  of  other  leasable 
minerals  is  to  provide  for  leasing,  exploration,  and 
development  of  oil  shale,  geothermal  resources, 
and  nonenergy  leasable  minerals  while  protect- 
ing other  resource  values. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  planning  area 
would  be  open  to  leasing  of  oil  shale,  geothermal 
resources,  and  nonenergy  leasable  minerals. 
Lease  applications  would  be  considered  case  by 
case.  Stipulations  to  protect  important  surface 
values  would  be  based  on  interdisciplinary  review 
of  individual  proposals  and  environmental  analy- 
sis. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 
proposal  for  other  leasable  minerals  is  as  follows: 


The  proposed  RMP  would  provide  for  leasing,  ex- 
ploration, and  development  of  other  leasable  min- 
erals where  specific  analysis  showed  such  activity 
to  be  desirable.  Other  resource  values  would  be 
protected  through  site-specific  environmental 
analysis  and,  if  leases  were  issued,  through  devel- 
opment of  appropriate  stipulations.  Leases  are 
issued  at  the  discretion  of  the  BLM. 


Locatable  Minerals 

The  objective  for  management  of  locatable  min- 
erals is  to  provide  opportunities  for  locatable  min- 
eral claims  and  development  while  prohibiting 
such  activities  on  lands  not  compatible  with  these 
types  of  activities. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  planning  area 
would  be  open  to  locatable  mineral  claims  and 
development  except  for  the  withdrawals  to  be 
retained  and  the  proposed  new  withdrawals 
shown  in  table  3.  This  includes  81 ,489  acres  of  ex- 
isting withdrawals,  600  acres  of  C&MU  Act  clas- 
sifications to  be  replaced  by  new  withdrawals, 
and  940  acres  of  proposed  new  withdrawals,  for 
a  total  of  83,029  acres  of  withdrawals.  All  other 
existing  withdrawals  would  be  revoked.  Revoca- 
tions could  not  be  implemented  until  NationalWild- 
life  Federation  v.  Burford  et  al.  is  resolved.  This  court 
case  is  discussed  on  page  20  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.  Withdrawals  are  shown  on  maps  21  and  22. 

In  50,880  acres  of  ACECs  described  below, 
plans  of  operations  would  be  required  for  locata- 
ble minerals  activities  that  would  cause  surface 
disturbance  (except  casual  use),  regardless  of  the 
size  of  the  disturbance. 

Raptor  concentration  areas  other  than  Jep 
Canyon  (27,500  acres);  Como  Bluff  (1,760); 
Sand  Hills  (8,300);  and  Jep  Canyon  (13,320) 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 
proposal  for  locatable  minerals  is  as  follows:  The 
majority  of  existing  mineral  withdrawals  were  es- 
tablished for  purposes  that  are  no  longer  valid. 
For  example,  the  coal  classifications  (671,768 
acres)  and  the  coal  withdrawals  (610,170  acres) 
were  established  to  protect  those  minerals  from 
entry  before  enactment  of  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act 
of  1920.  The  Mineral  Leasing  Act  accomplishes 
this  protection,  so  the  withdrawals  no  longer 
servetheirintended  purposes.  In  effect,  they  unne- 
cessarily restrict  other  mineral  activities. 

The  oil  shale  withdrawal  (564,758  acres)  was 
established  to  protect  suspected  oil  shale  depos- 
its from  location  or  leasing  until  the  Geological 
Survey,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  (GS) 
could  ascertain  their  extent  and  value.  (This  duty 
was  later  handled  by  the  Minerals  Management 
Service.)  The  study  was  completed  in  1982,  and 
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Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


TABLE  3 


AREAS  TO  BE  WITHDRAWN  FROM 
LOCATABLE  MINERAL  ENTRY 


Acreage 


tilting  Withdrawals  to  be  Retained 

Stratton  hydrology  study 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  withdrawals 

Administrative  site 

Air  navigation  sites 

R&PP  (leases  held) 

Wildlife  refuges  (FWS) 

2,694 

73,290 

6 

440 

1,144 

3,915 
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TOTAL 

C&MU  Act  Classifications  to  be 
Raplaced  by  New  Withdrawals 

Recreation  sites  as  follows: 

Corral  Creek 

Teton  Reservoir 

Pryor  Flats 
-    Dugway 
r  Nine  Mile  Hill 
''   Shirley  Mountains 

TOTAL 

Proposed  New  Withdrawals 

Recreation  sites  as  follows: 

Bennett  Peak 

Big  Creek 

Encampment  River 

Prospect  Creek 

Jelm  Mountain 
Overland  Trail  sites 
Gibben's  beardtongue  site 


81,489 


20 
160 

40 
320 

40 

20 

600 


20 
5 

10 
5 

10 
8801 

10 

940 


I 


ABBREVIATIONS:  C&MU  =  Classification  Multiple  Use 
Act  (see  footnote  4  to  table  1);  FAA  =  Federal  Aviation 
Administration;  FWS  =  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  U.S. 
Department  of  the  Interior;  R&PP  =  Recreation  and 
Public  Purposes  Act 

'  "Overland  Trail  sites"  includes  the  Fort  Washakie 
iiage  station.  The  two  are  listed  separately  in  table 
1,  and  the  total  acreage  would  appear  to  be  greater, 
but  the  two  sites  overlap. 


all  the  oil  shale  deposits  in  the  Rawlins  District 
were  found  to  be  of  low  grade  and  technically  or 
llnancially  unfeasible  to  develop.  The  MMS  con- 
cluded its  report  with  a  recommendation  that  this 
oil  shale  withdrawal  be  revoked. 

individual  review  of  withdrawals  and  classifica- 
tions before  revocation  would  ensure  that  only 
unnecessary  withdrawals  would  be  revoked 
under  the  proposed  RMP.  Locatable  mineral 
claims  would  be  allowed,  which  would  be  consis- 
tent, with  national  policy  and  the  principle  of 


multiple-use  management  of  the  public  lands. 
Retention  of  some  existing  withdrawals  and  estab- 
lishment of  new  withdrawals  would  protect  impor- 
tant areas  containing  unique  resources  that  are 
rare  in  occurrence,  are  of  national  significance, 
or  contain  substantial  public  investments. 


Salable  Minerals 

The  objective  for  management  of  salab^'  :Miner- 
als  is  to  provide  mineral  materials  in  convenient 
locations  for  users  while  protecting  surface  re- 
sources. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  mineral  materials 
could  be  disposed  of  upon  application  or  at  the 
initiative  of  the  district  manager.  Disposal  would 
be  approved  or  disapproved  case  by  case.  Stipu- 
lations to  protect  important  resource  values 
would  be  based  on  interdisciplinary  review  of  indi- 
vidual proposals. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 
proposal  for  salable  minerals  is  as  follows:  The 
sale  of  mineral  materials  would  be  carried  out 
where  specific  analysis  indicated  it  was  appropri- 
ate. Site-specific  environmental  analysis  and 
development  of  appropriate  stipulations  would 
protect  other  resource  values  when  materials 
were  sold.  Mineral  materials  are  sold  at  the  discre- 
tion of  BLM. 


Recreation  Management 

Objectives 

The  primary  objective  for  recreation  manage- 
ment is  to  ensure  the  continued  availability  of  out- 
door recreational  opportunities  sought  by  the 
public  while  other  resources  are  protected.  Other 
objectives  are  to  meet  legal  requirements  for  the 
health  and  safety  of  visitors  and  to  mitigate  con- 
flicts between  different  types  of  resource  uses. 


Recreation  Areas  and  Sites 


Existing  Sites 

Existing  recreation  sites  to  be  managed  are  Ben- 
nett Peak,  Corral  Creek,  Teton  Reservoir,  and 
Pryor  Flat  campgrounds,  Dugway  campground 
and  boat  launches,  Encampment  River  camp- 
ground and  trailhead,  and  undeveloped  sites  at 
Nine  Mile  Hill  and  Big  Creek.  Existing  activity 
plans  for  the  Nine  Mile  Hill  and  Big  Creek  sites 
would  be  revised  beforeimplementation.Theloca- 
tions  of  existing  and  proposed  recreation  sites  are 
shown  on  map  29. 
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A      DEVELOPED  RECREATION  SITES 

f       Pryor  Flat 

2  Dugway 

3  Teton  Reservoir 


Scale  1  n  Miles 


■       UNDEVELOPED  RECREATION  SITE 

7      Nine  Mile  Hill  •      PROPOSED  RECREATION  SITE 

rt  Q       Prospect  Creek 
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_                        _                      __                            _,                    _                    _  •/  O      Shirley  Mountains                         «— .^^            ,^^__ 


^i- 


i 

i 

i 
I 
I 

f 

V 

T 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 


Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


P>: 


^1'*' 


SSv 


New  Sites 

Priority  for  development  of  new  recreation  sites 
would  be  as  follows:  (1)  a  recreation  site  at  Jelm 
Mountain,  (2)  arecreation  site  in  the  Shirley  Moun- 
tains, and  (3)  a  boat  launch  and  a  picnic  area  at 
Prospect  Creek.  Additional  sites  would  be  consid- 
ered for  developnnent  in  the  future  as  opportuni- 
ties arose. 


i       Special  Recreation  Management  Areas 

Special  recreation  managennent  areas  (SRMAs) 
would  be  developed  at  the  areas  described  below. 
The  locations  of  the  proposed  SRMAs  are  shown 
on  map  30. 

The  Continental  Divide  National  Scenic  Trail 
SRMA  covers  80  miles  of  trail  through  BLM- 
administered  public  land.  The  trail  would  be 
managed  to  provide  opportunities  for  trail 
users  to  view  the  diverse  topographic,  geo- 
*  logic,  vegetative,  and  scenic  phenomena  that 
characterize  the  Continental  Divide  and  to 
observe  examples  of  human  use  of  the  natu- 
ral resources.  The  exact  trail  route  would  be 
identified  through  activity  planning,  which 
also  would  determine  where  easements  or 
rights-of-way  would  be  needed  on  private  or 
state-owned  land. 

The  3,550-acre  North   Platte  River  SRMA 

.    would  be  managed  to  provide  high-quality 

recreational    opportunities,    especially    for 

•     boating,  fishing,  camping,  and  sightseeing. 

'•     Management  also  would  be  aimed  at  pro- 

-   -    viding  facilities  and  continued  public  access. 

Surface-disturbing  activities  within  1/4  mile  on 

either  side  of  the  river  would  be  restricted  to 

maintain  the  quality  of  the  visual  resources. 

The  Shirley  Mountains  Caves  SRMA  (24,800 
acres)  would  be  managed  to  provide  for  pro- 
tection and  enjoyment  of  the  cave  system 
while  other  resource  uses  would  be  allowed 
;  aboveground  (see  map  31). 
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Off-Road  Vehicle  Management 

$  Except  for  the  areas  and  acreages  described 
■'■below,  ORV  use  in  the  entire  planning  area  would 
=  ;be  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails.  ORV  des- 
^^gnations  are  shown  on  map  32. 

Sand  Hills  area  (8,300  acres):  ORV  use  would 
be  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails,  and 
rehabilitation  or  mitigation  would  be  carried 
out  in  specific  problem  areas.  (This  area  is  dis- 
cussed more  fully  under  "Areas  Considered 
for  AGEG  Designation"  earlier  in  this  chap- 
ter.) 


Proposed  Dune  Ponds  cooperative  manage- 
ment area  (3,240  acres):  ORV  use  would  be 
limited  to  open  sand  areas  west  of  Carbon 
County  Road  351  and  to  existing  roads  and 
trails  in  the  rest  of  the  area.  Rehabilitation  or 
mitigation  would  be  carried  out  in  specific 
problem  areas  (see  map  33). 

West  Seminoe  area  (99,162  acres):  ORV  use 
would  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and 
trails  to  help  resolve  resource  conflicts  and 
preserve  public  access. 

The  BLM  would  coordinate  with  Interested  indi- 
viduals, organizations,  and  agencies  in  preparing 
plans  for  implementation  of  ORV  designations. 
The  cooperation  of  owners  of  adjacent  property 
also  will  be  essential  for  successful  implementa- 
tion of  these  designations. 


Recreational  Needs  to  Be  Considered 


Access  to  Recreation  Areas 

The  BLM  would  pursue  opportunities  to 
acquire  or  maintain  legal  access  to  the  following 
areas  to  ensure  continued  availability  of  outdoor 
recreational  opportunities  for  the  public.  The 
areas  are  listed  by  level  of  importance:  High— At- 
lantic Rim,  Big  Creek,  Ferris  Mountains,  Miller 
Hill,  Shirley  Mountains;  moderate— Rawlins 
Uplift,  Seminoe-Pathfinder;  and  low— Continen- 
tal Divide  Trail. 


Consolidation  of  Landownership 

Consolidation  of  landownership  in  the  follow- 
ing areas  would  be  considered  to  increase  recre- 
ational opportunities  for  the  public.  The  areas  are 
listed  by  priority  ranking:  High— Bennett  Peak, 
Dugway,  Miracle  Mile,  North  Platte  River  area; 
moderate— Dune  Ponds,  Elk  Mountain,  Shirley 
Mountains  caves;  and  low— Bennett  Mountains, 
Encampment  River  Canyon,  Ferris  Mountains. 


Rationale 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 
proposal  for  recreation  is  as  follows;  Under  the 
proposed  RMP,  existing  recreation  sites  would 
continue  to  be  managed  for  public  use,  and  devel- 
opment of  proposed  new  recreation  sites  would 
respond  to  demand  for  such  facilities.  Designa- 
tion of  SRMAs  would  focus  management  empha- 
sis in  areas  with  unique  or  significant  recreation 
values.  The  proposed  ORV  designations  would 
allow  for  continued  recreational  ORV  use  while 
protecting  other  resource  values. 
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IMJgis'a    Shirley  Mountains  Caves 

Ii.,;i'I..''j    North  Platte  River 
»••*•*•    Continental  Divide  National  Scenic  Trail 


Map  30 
SPECIAL  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  AREAS 


Map  31 

SHIRLEY  MOUNTAINS  CAVES 

SPECIAL  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

(Draft  Map  29) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management  Plan 
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ORV  Travel  Lim.ted  to  Open  Sand  Areas  West 
of  the  Highway  .i.id  Existing  Roads  and  Trails 

ORV  Travel  Limited  to  Designated  Roads  and  Trails 
Closed  to  ORVs  from  Dec.  1  -  April  30 
Closed  to  All  Vehicles  Yearlong 

0«V   Travel    Limited  to   Exivtino    Roads  aod  Traits 


1  West  Seminoe  and  Dune  Ponds 

2  Sand  Hills 

Q  Adobe  Town 

(See  Adobe  Town-Ferris  Mtns.  Wilderness  EIS) 

y|   Encampment  River  Canyon 

(See  Medicine  Bow  Wilderness  EIS) 
cj  Encampment   River  Trail 
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Map  32 
OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  DESIGNATIONS 
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Map  33 

DUNE  PONDS  PROPOSED 

COOPERATIVE  MANAGEMENT  AREA 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management  Plan 


Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


In  the  West  Seminoe  area,  limitation  of  ORV  use 
to  designated  roads  and  trails  would  help  to  elim- 
inate  resource   conflicts   and    preserve   public 
access  into  the  area  through  private  lands.  Land- 
ownership  in  that  area  is  mixed;  therefore,  much 
of  the  recreation  in  the  area  occurs  on  private  or 
state-owned  lands.  Private  landowners  have  expe- 
rienced problems  with  vandalism  and  disregard 
for  private  property  associated  with  ORV-based 
recreation.  Resource  damage  has  been  noted  on 
public  lands  in  the  area.  Through  designation  of 
roads  and  trails,  ORV  use  could  be  directed  away 
from  problem  areas.  Specifics  of  this  designation 
and  the  method  of  implementation  would  be  for- 
mulated through  coordination  with  the  Wyoming 
Land  Commission,  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department,  private  landowners,  the  Wyoming 
Wildlife  Federation,  organizations  of  sports  enthu- 
siasts, and  other  interested  parties. 

Acquisition  of  access  and  consolidation  of  land- 
ownership  in  specific  areas  would  improve  oppor- 
tunities forthepubiic  to  engage  in  recreational  ac- 
tivities without  concern  about  access  require- 
ments on  lands  under  different  ownerships. 


Soils,  Water,  and  Air 

The  objectives  for  management  of  soils,  water, 
and  air  are  as  follows: 

To  prevent  the  deterioration  of  air  quality  beyond  applica- 
ble local,  state,  or  federal  standards  and  to  enhance  air 
resources  of  high  quality  where  practicable. 

To  preserve  scenic  values  that  could  be  impaired  by  the 
release  of  total  suspended  particulates  or  other  air  contam- 
inants into  the  air 

To  maintain  soil  cover  and  productivity  where  they  are  ade- 
quate and  to  increase  soil  cover  and  productivity  where  they 
are  in  a  downward  trend 

To  maintain  riparian  areas  in  good  or  excellent  condition 
and  to  improve  areas  that  are  being  degraded 

To  control  flood  and  sediment  damagejrom  natural  or 
human-induced  causes 

To  reduce  salt  loading  in  watersheds  that  lie  within  the  Col- 
orado River  Basin 

To  meet  or  exceed  established  standards  for  quality  of  sur- 
face water  and  groundwater  where  water  quality  has  been 
degraded  by  human-induced  causes 

To  provide  for  physical  and  legal  availability  of  water  for 
use  by  the  public  and  by  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies 
forfisheries  and  wildlifeand  for  livestock,  recreational,  munic- 
ipal, and  industrial  uses. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  BLM  would  imple- 
ment intensive  land-use  practices  to  mitigate  salt 
and  sediment  loading  caused  by  surface- 
disturbing  activities.  These  practices  would  be 
carried  out  in  the  following  areas,  which  are  listed 
in   priority  order.   (1)    Muddy  Creek,   (2)   Sage 


Creek,  (3)  and  Second  and  Third  Sand  ci*  ks.  A 
watershed  plans  would  be  prepared  and  imple- 
mented for  each  area,  and  the  effectiveness  would 
be  monitored.  As  a  fourth  priority,  intensive  man- 
agement practices  and  monitoring  also  would  be 
implemented  in  the  Little  Snake  River  Basin 
(excluding  the  Muddy  Creek  watershed)  as 
watershed  problems  were  identified.  These  criti- 
cal watersheds  are  shown  on  map  34.  Other 
watersheds  could  be  added  if  problems  occurred. 

In  other  areas,  the  BLM  would  carry  out  stan- 
dard watershed  management  practices  designed 
to  meet  soils,  water,  and  air  objectives.  These  prac- 
tices would  be  included  in  activity  plans  such  as 
AMPs  and  HMPs. 

Surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  prohi- 
bited on  unstable  areas  unless  it  could  be  demon- 
strated that  the  instability  could  be  overcome.  Spe- 
cific unstable  areas  such  as  landslides,  slumps, 
and  areas  exhibiting  soil  creep  would  be  identi- 
fied individually.  Unstable  areas  are  known  to 
occur  within  the  lands  identified  on  map  35. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 
proposal  for  soils,  water,  and  air  is  as  follows;  The 
objectives  for  soils,  water,  and  air  would  be 
achieved  largely  through  actions  described  for 
management  actions  of  various  programs,  as 
detailed  below. 

ACECs— intensive  management  of  surface- 
disturbing  activities 

Fire  management— compliance  with  Wyo- 
ming and  national  air  quality  and  visibility 
standards 

Forests— maintenance  of  healthy  forest  vege- 
tation 

Lands— management  of  the  location  of  utility/ 
transportation  systems;  protective  withdraw- 
als 

Livestock  grazing— improvement  of  ecologi- 
cal condition,  forage  production,  and  riparian 
vegetation  condition 

Minerals— development  of  appropriate  mit- 
igation;  application   of   surface   protection 
requirements 
Wildlife  habitat— vegetation  manipulation 

Potential  effects  on  soils,  water,  or  air  resources 
from  various  actions  would  be  mitigated  by  devel- 
opment of  appropriate  stipulations  during  site- 
specific  analysis  of  individual  proposals.  Inten- 
sive land-use  management  practices  in  the 
critical  watersheds  would  help  to  reduce  salt  load- 
ing in  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  enhance  soil 
cover,  improve  riparian  conditions,  control  flood 
and  sedimentdamage,  and  improve  waterquality. 
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2nd  and  3rd  Sand  Creek 

Little  Snake  River  Basin  Excluding  Muddy  Creek 


Map  34 

CRITICAL  WATERSHEDS 

(Draft  Map  37) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resoi.rce  Management  Plan 
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!-'Sli    Unstable  Slope  Areas 
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Map  35 

UNSTABLE  SLOPE  AREAS 

ON  PUBLIC  LANDS 

(DrafT   Map  32) 


i^^^'- 


Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 
|3,.I  Vegetation  Management  Visual  Resource  IVlanagement 


Forests,  Rangeland,  and  Riparian  Areas 

Most  management  actions  that  would  affect 
forest,  rangeiand,  and  riparian  vegetation  are 
described  in  ttie  sections  of  ttiis  document  for 
management  of  fire;  forests;  livestock  grazing;  rec- 
reation; soils,  water,  and  air;  and  wildlife  habitat 
and  fisheries. 


Rare  Plants 

The  objective  for  management  of  three  known 
rare  plant  populations  is  to  maintain  or  enhance 
aachof  those  populations.  (Moredetailed  informa- 
tion on  rare  plants  is  presented  on  page  1 76  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.) 


As  described  earlier  in  this  chapter  in  the  sec- 
tion on  areas  considered  for  ACEC  designation, 
the  known  population  of  Gibben's  beardtongue 
{Penstemon  gibbensii)  in  the  southwest  pa'rt  of  the 
sj55.:  ■•  planning  area  would  be  protected  from  disturb- 
ance by  maintenance  of  existing  fencing  around 
the  population.  Established  trend  studies  would 
be  continued,  and  the  area  would  be  withdrawn 
from  mineral  location. 

The  planning  area  contains  fifteen  known  pop- 
ulations of  persistent  sepal  yellowcress  {Rorlppa 
ca/yc/'na),  which  has  been  proposed  for  threat- 
ened or  endangered  status.  Some  of  this  is  on 
land  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation; 
^^:. therefore,  the  BLIVI  would  coordinate  with  that 
^"agency  to  monitor  populations  of  persistent  sepal 
gl yellowcress.  In  addition,  the  ELM  would  coordi- 
'^^  gnate  with  county  weed  and  pest  control  districts 
^5'^6"surethat  populations  of  the  plant  would  not 
be  affected  by  weed  control  programs. 

The  BLM  would  coordinate  monitoring  of  the 

Muddy  Gap  cushion  plant  community  with  The 

Htv'-Nature  Conservancy.  If  monitoring  indicated  a 

"gjieed,  additional  protective  measures  would  be 
^tlXan  as  necessary  to  protect  the  community.  For 
'"^^^■inore  detail,  see  the  section  on  areas  considered 

Ifl'tef  ACEC  designation  earlier  in  this  chapter. 

ff|ift«se  plant  populations  are  described  in  greater 
_"'^ detail  on  page  176  of  the  draft  document,  where 
^t.lC>*n^^'C  names  also  are  listed. 

^^sv  The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 

p^posal  for  rare  plants  is  as  follows:  Actions 

l^planned  in  the  proposed  RMP  would  meet  the 

J^Objective  of  maintaining  or  enhancing  the  three 

pti;types  of  rare  plants  without  unnecessarily  res- 

trirtng  other  resource  management  activities.  If 

monitoring  should  indicate  a  need  for  more  strin- 

9«nt  measures,  they  could  be  implemented  when 

Mcessary. 


;;i| 


The  objective  for  management  of  visual 
resources  is  to  minimize  adverse  effects  on  visual 
resources  while  maintaining  the  effectiveness  of 
land-use  allocations. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  the  planning  area 
would  be  managed  according  to  visual  resource 
management  (VRM)  classes  as  follows:  Class  I, 
33,165  acres;  Class  II,  160,640  acres;  Class  III,' 
3,582,195  acres;  Class  IV,  224,000  acres.  The  dis- 
tribution of  these  VRM  classes  is  shown  on  map 
36.  VRM  classes  are  explained  on  pages  179  and 
180  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  proposal  for 
visual  resource  management  is  as  follows:  T'-e  res- 
trictions or  modification  of  proposed  manage- 
ment actions  that  would  be  carried  out  under  the 
proposed  plan  would  ensure  that  visual  quality 
would  be  maintained  in  accordance  with  the 
assigned  management  classes. 

Wild  Horse  Management 

The  objective  for  management  of  wild  horses 
is  to  protect,  maintain,  and  control  a  viable, 
healthy  herd  of  wild  horses  while  retaining  their 
free-roaming  nature  and  to  provide  adequate  hab- 
itat for  free-roaming  wild  horses  by  management 
consistent  with  environmental  protection  and 
enhancement  policies. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  wild  horses  would  be 
managed  to  meet  the  population  objectives  in 
existing  activity  plans  for  wild  horse  herd  manage- 
ment areas  (HMAs)  as  follows: 

Adobe  Town  HMA— minimum  300.  maximum  500 
Flat  Top  HMA— minimum  40,  maximum  100 
Seven   Lal<es   HMA   (portion   witliin   ttie   planning   area)— 
minimum  66,  maximum  135 

Wild  horse  HMAs  are  shown  on  map  37. 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  management 
proposal  for  wild  horse  management  is  as  follows: 
Actions  planned  in  the  proposed  RMP  would  meet 
the  objectives  of  maintaining  a  viable  herd,  retain- 
ing their  free-roaming  nature,  and  keeping  man- 
agement consistent  with  environmental  policies. 

Wildlife  Habitat  and  Fisheries 
Management 


Introduction 

The  29  standard  habitat  types  in  the  Great 
Divide  Resource  Area  have  been  ranked  by  man- 
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Seven  Lakes  Wild  Horse  Herd  Management  Area 
Adobe  Town  Wild  Horse  Herd  Management  Area 
Flat  Top  Wild  Horse  Herd  Management  Area 


Map  37 

WILD  HORSE  HERD  M  \WAGEMENT  AREAS 

(Draft  r     p  44) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Ri      urce  Management  Plan 


Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


agement  priority  into  tinree  categories.  High  prior- 
ity Inabitat  types,  which  usually  support  a  large 
number  of  wildlife  species,  are  not  common  in  the 
planning  area.  Sound  management  is  required  to 
ensure  maintenance  or  improvement  of  the  vege- 
tative composition  and  structure  of  moderate 
priority  habitat  types,  which  usually  are  of  lesser 
importance  to  wildlife  but  are  in  greater  supply 
than  high  priority  types,  in  low  priority  habitat 
types,  there  is  less  vegetative  diversity.  Because 
of  their  abundance  and  lower  wildlife  value,  these 
types  can  be  more  heavily  used  by  conflicting  re- 
sources without  significant  wildlife  impacts  result- 
ing. 

Objectives 

The  objectives  for  management  of  wildlife  hab- 
itat and  fisheries  are  as  follows: 

To  provide  habitat  quality  (food,  cover, 
space,  and  water)  adequate  to  support  a  nat- 
ural diversity  of  wildlife  and  fisheries,  includ- 
ing big  game,  upland  game,  waterfowl,  non- 


game  species,  game  fish,  sensitive,  threat- 
ened, and  endangered  species,  species  of 
special  management  in  Wyoming,  and  fea- 
tured species  of  federal  interest 

To  comply  wilii  mandates  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  so  as  to  assist  in  recovery  of 
threatened  or  endangered  species  and  spe- 
cies of  special  management  in  Wyoming,  as 
well  as  to  assist  in  rr..-eting  goals  of  recovery 
plans 

In  high  priority  standard  habitat  sites  and  fish- 
eries areas,  to  maintain  or  improve  vegetation 
condition  and/or  to  avoid  long-term  disturb- 
ance 

In  moderate  and  low  priority  standard  habitat 
sites,  to  maintain  or  improve  overall  ecolog- 
ical quality,  thus  providing  good  wildlife  hab- 
itat within  the  constraints  of  multiple-use 
management 

High,  moderate,  and  low  priority  standard  hab- 
itat sites  are  listed  in  table  4. 


W'^ 
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TABLE  4 
RANKING  OF  STANDARD  HABITAT  TYPES 


I 
I 

il 
I 

il 
I 


NOTE:  Ranking  is  based  on  tfie  wildlife  communities  (total  species,  number  of 
breeders,  number  of  rare  species)  combined  with  the  availability  of  each  type. 

'  High-priority  habitats  are  those  that  require  intensive  management  actions  (data 
collection,  enhancement,  protection)  to  maintain  their  productivity  as  diverse 
wildlife  communities;  moderate-priority  habitats  are  those  that  require  less  intensive 
management  to  maintain  their  productivity  as  wildlife  communities;  low-priority 
habitats  are  those  that  can  be  more  heavily  used  by  conflicting  resources  so  that 
the  higher  priority  wildlife  habitats  can  be  maintained. 


High 

Moderate 

Low                                         p 

Priority' 

Priority^ 

Priority! 

$ 

Open  aquatic 

Greasewood-sagebrush  riparian 

mi 

Short  grasslands                               |;s; 

Riparian  grassland 

Big  sagebrush-rabbitbrush 

Saltbush  steppe 

m 

Wiilow-waterbirch  riparian 

Bitterbrush 

Greasewood 

If- 

Aspen  riparian 

Sagebrush-mixed  grass 

Badland 

% 

Cottonwood  riparian 

Silver  sagebrush  steppe 

True  sand  dunes 

Ivlountain  shrub 

Lodgepole  pine 

Upland  meadows 

% 

Utah  juniper 

Limber  pine 

;v 

Quaking  aspen 

Early  successional  conifer 

% 

Aspen  conifer 

Rockland 

Ponderosa  pine/Douglas-fir 

Saline  subirrigated  grassland 

Platte  Valley  rockland 

1*1*1^1 

Laramie  Peak  rockland 

Wet  forested  meadow 

m 

I 
I 
I 
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Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


tat 


se 


if  Habitat  Management  Actions 


¥i  Cooperative  Management  Areas  and  HMP 
'■^ .  A««t 

•  Underthe  proposed  plan,  there  would  be  1 6  hab- 
itat management  areas,  as  follows: 

i-:  SU  existing  HMP  areas:  Baggs,  Encampment/Bighorn 
I;-  Sheep,  Ferris/Seminoe,  Red  Desert,  Sage  Creek,  and 
■'    Shirley  Mountains 

Rw  new  HMP  areas  (of  which  one  would  be  an  addition 
'■  ■  to«n  existing  area):  Jelm  Mountain,  Laramie  Peak,  Sage 
■  ..  Creek  addition,  Saratoga  Valley,  and  South  Desert 

S  Fheexltting  cooperative  management  agreement  areas: 

'  - .  UramiePeak  game  winter  range,  Pennock  Mountain  elk 

-*"  winter  range,  Sybille  winter  deer  pasture,  Wick  elk  winter 

;;  irea.  and  Chain  Lakes.  (The  Chain  Lakes  cooperative 

,;  ;r  management  area  was  inadvertently  omitted  from  table 

;  .:;  7.)  High  priority  species  for  this  area  are  antelope  and 

[']  waterfowl.) 

One  new  cooperative  management  agreement  area: 
Dune  Ponds 

>  The  existing  and  proposed  HMP  areas  are 
$hownonmap38,theexisting  and  proposed  coop- 
erative management  agreement  areas  on  map  39. 

';  Table  5  shows  site-specific  management 
actions  that  would  be  implemented  in  HMP  areas 
andcooperative  management  areas  under  the  pro- 
posed plan  to  improve  wildlife  habitat.  (This 
includes  the  use  of  fire  as  a  management  tool.) 
Table  6  lists  wildlife  inventories  and  monitoring 
ttiat  would  be  carried  out  in  those  areas  under  the 
proposed  plan.  The  estimated  areas  that  would  be 
involved  in  the  actions  listed  in  these  two  tables 
are  as  follows:  60  miles  of  streams  (fisheries);  545 
acres  of  reservoirs;  271,000  acres  of  raptor  habi- 
tat; 243,000  acres  of  high  priority  habitat  (includ- 

'Ing  wetlands  and  riparian  zones);  and  crucial  win- 
ter range  for  big   game   species   as   follows: 

■antelope,  375,000  acres;  bighorn  sheep,  23,000 
acres;  deer,  288,000  acres;  elk,  153,000  acres. 

'i   Table  7  shows  management  priority  by  wildlife 
.:  Ipecies  for  each  existing  HfvlP  area  or  cooperative 
S^ragreement  area.  Table  8  shows  the  same  informa- 
'*:  lion  for  proposed  HfvlP  and  cooperative  agree- 
ment areas. 


Other  Areas  Important  to  Wildlife 

Wildlife  can  be  protected  by  several  types  of 
measures.  Spatial  and  temporal  management  of 
development,  facilities,  and  uses  can  minimize  dis- 
turbance of  wildlife  in  areas  of  special  importance 
during  critical  periods  (for  example,  seasonal 
restrictions  would  be  applied  when  necessary  to 
activities  in  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds  or 
sharp-tailed  grouse  dancing  grounds  during 
breeding  and  nesting  periods).  When  considering 


application  of  such  protective  measures,  the  BLM 
would  consult  with  the  WGFD  concerning  pro- 
posals involving  surface  disturbance  in  these 
areas  and  cooperate  with  owners  of  adjacent  prop- 
erty to  manage  these  habitats. 

The  application  of  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard 
mitigation  guidelines forsurface-disturbing  activ- 
ities would  be  used  to  protect  many  types  of  areas 
of  importance  to  wildlife,  including  areas 
described  in  the  following  paragraphs.  In  addi- 
tion, other  special  management  practices  would 
be  used  as  appropriate  to  focus  management 
emphasis  on  important  resources  or  to  minimize 
potential  conflicts. 

The  resources  in  the  79,000-acre  Baggs  Elk  Cru- 
cial Winter  Range  would  be  managed  in  a  manner 
that  would  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  crucial  win- 
ter habitat  for  elk  and  allow  for  development  of 
coal  and  oil  and  gas.  The  BLM  would  seek  the 
cooperation  of  owners  of  adjacent  property  to 
manage  this  habitat,  as  mentioned  in  the  section 
on  areas  considered  for  ACEC  designation.  In 
addition,  surface-disturbing  activities  would  be 
intensively  managed  to  maintain  habitat  quality. 
This  would  entail  case-by-case  examination  of 
proposals  to  determine  potential  adverse  effects 
and  appropriate  actions  to  mitigate  those  effects. 

Crucial  winter  ranges  for  other  big  game  spe- 
cies would  be  protected  by  the  application  of  the 
Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines  for 
surface-disturbing  activities.  In  addition,  surface 
disturbance  would  be  mitigated  to  restore  and/or 
replace  lost  habitat. 

In  areas  where  crucial  winter  ranges  for  more 
than  one  species  of  big  game  overlap  (approxi- 
mately 122,880  acres  of~public  land),  habitnt  qual- 
ity would  be  maintained  through  application  of 
the  Wyoming  standard  mitigation  guidelines  for 
surface-disturbing  activities  (see  map  40).  In  addi- 
tion, the  BLM  would  employ  spatial  and  temporal 
management  of  development,  facilities,  and  users 
to  avoid  activity  during  certain  times  of  the  year 
and  in  certain  areas.  The  BLM  would  cooperate 
with  owners  of  adjacent  property  to  manage  these 
overlapping  winter  ranges  and  would  consult  with 
the  WGFD  concerning  proposals  involving  sur- 
face disturbance  in  these  areas. 

Sage  grouse  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  strutting/ 
dancing  grounds  and  nesting  habitat  would  be 
protected  by  the  application  of  the  Wyoming  BLM 
standard  mitigation  guidelines  for  surface- 
disturbing  activities. 

In  raptor  concentration  areas  (117,560  acres), 
the  BLM  would  manage  resources  to  maintain  the 
productivity  of  nesting  raptor  pairs  and  to  allow 
for  development  of  coal  and  oil  and  gas.  In  addi- 
tion, the  BLM  would  seek  the  cooperation  of 
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Existing  HMP  Areas 
Red  Desert 
Ferris/Seminoe 
Shirley  Mountains 


Bnqgs 


Encampnnent  Bighorn  Sheep 
Proposed  HMP  Areas 
Sage  Creek  Addition 
South  Desert 
Saratoga  Valley 


Jelm  Mountain 
No  HMP  Areas 


:-T^7?^^.'*y.i-<g-j?^f?.y^.ffy^.' ,  jgt'ri^gjr  ll.  irr*^^'^^'-'^'^^^^ 


Map  38 

EXISTING  AND  3P0SED 

HABITAT    -lANAGEiV,  '     :   ''■NARE     S 

(F-    !i.(Ki  froin  L  ^  '.'a:'.    ^•'■) 

Medicine    ■  'liK    -i.'     -'leso  ■'  'It    ;         H 


^    ■    ■       n      ^or=ti,,P  Aareement  W^^^  Proposed  Cooperative  Agreement 

Existing  Cooperative  Agreement  |g^  Management  Areas 

Management  Areas  ls.i:u_-=«<^ 
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Chain  Lakes 


2  Pennock  Mountain  Elk  Winter  Range 

3  Wick  Bros.  Elk  Winter  Area 

4  Laramie  Peak  Game  Winter  Range 

5  Sybille  Winter  Deer  Pasture 
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Map  39 

COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENT  HABITAT 

MANAGEMENT  AREAS 

(Revised  From  Draft  Map  45) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management  Plan 
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TABLE  5 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  IMPROVEMENT  ACTIONS 
BYHMPAREA 


o 


Management 
Action 


In-stream  structures 
(fisheries) 

Aquatic  wetland 
Improvement 
(plantings) 

ORV  limitation 
mule  deer  CWR^ 

ORV  seasonal  closure— 
Bigtiorn  Sheep  CWR 

Grazing  exclosure 
fisheries- 
Colorado  River 
cutthroat  trout 
and  other  species 

Riparian  improve- 
ment fencing 

Waterfov^l  nesting 
structures 
(number) 

Reservoir  develop- 
ment waterfowl 
(number) 

Prescribed  burns 
habitat 
diversity 

Fencing— CWR2 
grazing 
management 

Aspen  regeneration 
management 

Reservoir  air  pump/ 
windmill- 
fisheries  and 
wa  'jrfowi 
(number)  


Present  HMP  Areas 


Sage 

Ferris-  Shirley  Creeic 

Baggs  Semlnoe      Mountains        Basin 

(387,000         (436,137        (460,730        (145,267 

acres)  acres)  acres)  acres) 


28 


18,500  ac. 


1  ml. 


2  mi. 


2  mi. 


11  mi. 

100  ac. 

8,300  ac. 

NP 


2  NP  NP  NP 

80  ac.  63  ac.  20  ac.        218  ac. 


NP 


NP 

10  ac. 

80  ac. 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

6,700  ac. 

NP 


NP 


NP  NP 


Proposed  HMP  Areas 


Encampment 

Red 

Bighorn 

Desert 

Sheep 

(1.1 

(8,250 

miiiion 

acres) 

acres) 

South  Saratoga  Laramie  Jelm 

Desert  Valley  Peaks 

(670,000  (462,600  (228,000 

acres)  acres)  acres)  acres) 


Sage 
Creek 
Basin 
Mountain      Addition 
(78,700         (34,050 


NP 


NP 


50  ac.     X 
NP    NP 
NP    NP 


X 

NP 
NP 


10 


NP 


NP 


NP 


NP 


NP 


NP 


NP 


X 

NP 
NP 


NP 


NP 

NP 
NP 
NP 


NP 


acres)^ 


X 

NP 
NP 


NP 

NP 

NP 

X 

NP 

NP 

X 

NP 

50  ac. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

NP 


8  mi. 

1  mi. 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

X 

X 

X 

NP 

500  ac. 

X 

NP 

NP 

X 

NP 

NP 

X 

NP 

X 

X 

2. 


O 

■a 
o 

(A 
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Q. 

"V 

fi) 

3 


ijaiMiiiiUH.>  iJ^ii'i 


HflUiHUIiBW 


m^ 


TABLE  5  (Continued) 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  IMPROVEMENT  ACTIONS 
BY  HMP  AREA 


Present  HMP  Areas 

Proposed  HMP  Areas 

Management 
Action 

Baggs 

(387,000 

acres) 

Ferrls- 
Semlnoe 
(436,137 

acres) 

Shirley 

Mountains 

(460,730 

acres) 

Sage 
Creek 
Basin 
(145,267 
acres) 

Encampment 

Bighorn 

Sheep 

(8,250 

acres) 

Red 
Desert 

(1.1 
million 
acres) 

South 

Desert 

(670,000 

acres) 

Saratoga 
Valley 

(462,600 
acres) 

Laramie 
Peaks 

(228,000 
acres) 

Jelm 

Mountain 

(78,700 

acres) 

Sage 

Creek 

Basin 

Addition 

(34,050 

acres)' 

Reservoir  develop- 
ment fisheries 
(number) 

X 

X 

X 

NP 

NP 

X 

NP 

X 

NP 

NP 

X 

Erosion  control 
(fisheries) 

NP 

NP 

1/4  ml. 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

X 

In-stream  structures 

(riparian 
improvement) 

100  mi. 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

5  mi. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Plantings  (riparian 
improvement) 

80  ac. 

1£ 

ac. 

NP 

X 

NP 

50  ac. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Vegetation  chain- 
ing to  reju 
venate  high 
priority  habitat 

X 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

Road  closures 

NP 

NP 

2-4  mi. 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 

X 

NP 

NP 

NP 

Fence  modifica- 
tions 

NP 

X 

NP 

NP 

NP 

10  mi. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Shrub  plantings 

NP 

NP 

10  ac. 

NP 

NP 

10  ac. 

X 

X 

NP 

X 

X 

Reservoir  develop- 
ment fisheries 
(number) 

NP 

NP 

1 

X 

NP 

NP 

NP 

X 

NP 

NP 

X 

Digitize  habitat 
types 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

500,000  ac. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Computerize  wild- 
life values  for 

computer  gener- 
ated maps  for 
rapid  informa- 
tion retrieval 

387,000  ac. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

1,000,000  ac. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

<' 


O 

■a 
o 

tn 
n> 
Q. 

3 


NOTE:  X  =  planned,  but  specific  quantities  not  determined;  NP  =  none  planned. 

'  See  map  38. 

2  Crucial  w/inter  range. 
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TABLE  6 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  INVENTORIES  AND  MONITORING 

BY  HMP  AREA 

(In  acres  unless  otherwise  noted) 


Type  of  Action  Baggs 


Ferris- 
Seminoe 


Inventories 

Raptors 

Prairie  dog  towns 

Sage  grouse/sharp- 
tailed  grouse 
Sandhill  crane 

Big  Game  CWR^ 
Antelope 
Mule  deer 
Elk 

Bighorn  stieep 
Aspen  sites 
High  priority 

habitats 

Riparian 
Trout  stream 
Waterfowl 

Monitoring' 

Raptors 

Sage  grouse/sharp- 
tailed  grouse 

Big  Game  CWR2 
Antelope 
Mule  deer 
Elk 

Bighorn  sheep 
Bald  eagle  roosts 
Fisheries 
Riparian 
High  priority 

habitat 
Waterfowl 


12,000 
50,000 


80,000 
3,000 

NP 
NP 
NP 
NP 
NP 

NP 

1,000 

NP 

X 


75,000 

45,000 

53,000 

74,000 

120,000 

NP 

25  mi 

X 

1,000 

Present  HMP  Areas 


Slilrley 
Mountains 


Sage  Creeic 
Basin 


18,000 
NP 


10,000 

500 

acres/yr 

X 
NP 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

NP 

NP 

NP 

X 

NP 

NP 

X 
X 

NP 

NP 

NP 

X 

X 

X 
NP 


NP 
50,000 


NP 

NP 

15,000 

X 

X 

PH 

NP 

16,000 

acres/yr 

NP 

X 

X 

X 
X 

NP 

X 

X 

NP 

NP 

NP 

X 

X 
NP 


NP 

NP 


NP 
NP 

NP 
NP 
NP 
NP 
NP 

NP 

X 
X 
X 

X 

NP 

NP 
NP 
NP 
NP 
NP 
X 
X 


Encampment 

Bigliorn 

Sheep 


Red  Desert 


NP 
NP 


NP 

NP 


NP 
NP 

NP 
NP 
NP 
X 
NP 

NP 

NP 
NP 
NP 

NP 
NP 

NP 
X 
X 
X 

NP 
NP 

NP 

NP 
NP 


600,000 
600,000 


1 ,000,000 
NP 


NP 

NP 

50,000 

NP 

NP 

NP 

NP 
NP 
1 0,000  • 

600,000 
1,000,000 

500,000 
NP 
50,000 
NP 
NP 
NP 
NP 

NP 
10,000 


X 
X 


X 
NP 

X 

X 

NP 
NP 
NP 


X 

NP 
NP 

X 
X 

X 
X 

NP 
NP 
NP 
NP 
X 

X 
NP 


Proposed  HMP  Areas 


South      Saratoga 
Desert        Valley 


X 
X 


X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
NP 

X 

X 
X 
X 

NP 
NP 

NP 
NP 

X 

X 

NP 
NP 

X 

X 
NP 


Laramie         Jelm 
Peal(s       Mountain 


X 
X 


X 
NP 

NP 

X 

X 

X 
NP 


X 
X 
X 

NP 
NP 

NP 
NP 

X 

X 

NP 
NP 

X 

X 
NP 


X 
X 


X 
NP 

NP 

X 

X 

NP 
NP 


X 

NP 
X 

X 
X 

NP 

X 

X 

X 

NP 
NP 

X 

X 
NP 
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X 
X 


X 
NP 

NP 
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NP 
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NP 
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NP 

NP 

NP 
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TABLE  6  (Continued) 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  INVENTORIES  AND  MONITORING 

BY  HMP  AREA 

(in  acres  unless  otherwise  noted) 


-J 

CO 


studies 

Raptors  (oil  &  gas 
impacts  and 
mitigation) 

Food  habits/ 
competition 


Present  HMP  Areas 


Proposed  HMP  Areas 


Sage 

Encampment  Creek 

Ferris-  Shirley        Sage  Creek  Bigliorn  Soutli      Saratoga     Laramie         Jeim  Basin 

Type  of  Action  Baggs      Seminoe     Mountains  Basin  Siieep  Red  Desert      Desert        Vailey  Peaks       Mountain     Additloni 


29,400  22,240 

NP  NP 


NP  8,000 

NP  NP 


NP 
X 


17,280      15,770         5,440  NP  NP  NP 

NP         NP  X  NP  NP  NP 


NOTE:  X  =  planned,  but  specific  quantities  not  determined;  NP  =  none  planned;  PH  -  potential  habitat 

1  See  map  38. 

2  Crucial  winter  range. 

3  Wildlife  population  status,  habitat  conditions,  and  trend  would  be  monitored  to  measure  progress  toward  HMP  objectives.  The  quantity  and  intensity 
of  monitoring  will  depend  on  funding  and  personnel. 
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TABLE  7 


MANAGEMENT  PRIORITY  BY  SPECIES 
AND  HMP  AREA  OR  COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENT  AREA 


HMP  Areas 

Cooperative  Agreement  Areas 

Wick 

Elk 

Winter 

Area 

Pennock 

Mountain 

Elk 

Winter 

Range 

Laramie 

Peak 

Game 

Winter 

Range 

Sybllle 

Species 

Baggs 

Ferrls- 
Semlnoe 

Shirley 
Mountain 

Sage 
Creek 
Basin 

Encampment 
Bighorn 
Sheep 

Red 
Desert 

Winter 

Deer 

Pasture 

Elk 

HP 

HP 

HP 

— 

HP 

— 

HP 

HP 

P 

P 

Mule  deer 

P 

P 

HP 

P 

HP 

P 

P 

P 

HP 

HP 

Antelope 

P 

P 

HP 

— 

— 

P 

— 

- 

P 

P 

Bighorn  siieep 

— 

HP 

— 

— 

HP 

- 

— 

- 

HP 

- 

Raptors 

HP 

HP 

— 

HP 

— 

HP 

— 

- 

— 

- 

Colorado  River 
cutthroat  trout 

HP 







— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Waterfowl 

P 

P 

P 

P 

— 

HP 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Bald  eagles 

HP 

HP 

HP 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

HP 

- 

Peregrine  falcon 

— 

P 

— 

— 

— 

— 

- 

- 

— 

— 

Black-footed  ferret 

HP 

HP 

HP 

HP 

— 

P 

— 

— 

— 

— 

I 

I 

p 


I 


NOTE:  HP  =  high  priority  species  for  this  management  area;  P  =  priority  species  for  this  management  area. 
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TABLE  8 

MANAGEMENT  PRIORITY  BY  SPECIES  FOR 
PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  HMP  AREAS 


South 

Saratoga 

Laramie 

Jelm 

Sage  Creek 

Species 

Desert 

Valley 

Peak 

Mountain 

Addition^ 

Elk 

__. 

HP 

HP 

HP 



Mule  deer 

HP 

HP 

HP 

HP 

HP 

Antelope 

HP 

P 

P 

P 

HP 

Bighorn  sheep 

— 

HP 

HP 

— 

— 

Raptors 

HP 

HP 

— 

— 

P 

Waterfowl 

P 

P 

P 

P 

— 

Bald  eagles 

HP 

HP 

— 

— 

Black-footed  ferret 

HP 

HP 

P 

— 

— 

Fisheries 

— 

HP 

P 

P 

HP 

NOTE:  HP  =  high  priority  species  for  this  management  area;  P  =  priority  species  for 
this  management  area 

1  See  map  38. 
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Overlapping  Crucial  Winter 
Ranges  (2  species) 


Map  40 
OVERLAPPING  CRUCIAL  WINTER  RANGES 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management  Plan 


Alternatives:  Proposed  Plan 


owners  of  adjacent  property  to  manage  raptor 
nesting  habitat  (see  the  section  on  areas  consid- 
ered for  ACEC  designation). 


Actions  for  Other  Programs  That 
Benefit  Wildlife 

Management  actions  proposed  for  other  pro- 
grams and  those  that  would  be  implemented  in 
some  areas  that  were  considered  for  ACEC  des- 
ignation also  can  benefit  wildlife.  For  example, 
the  12-acre  white  pelican  island  would  be  man- 
aged to  maintain  and  enhance  nesting  habitat  for 
a  colony  of  white  pelicans,  as  described  in  the  sec- 
tion on  areas  considered  for  ACEC  designation. 

Wildlife,  as  well  as  several  other  resources, 
would  benefit  from  management  actions  in  the 
Sand  Hills  area  (8,300  acres),  where  management 
actions  would  protect  the  unique  vegetation  com- 
plex, maintain  wildlife  habitat  values,  minimize 
soil  erosion,  and  promote  recreational  opportuni- 
ties (see  the  section  on  areas  considered  for 
ACEC  designation). 

Livestock  grazing  management  actions  also 
can  benefit  wildlife  habitat.  For  example,  grazing 
management  actions  implemented  under  AMPs 
for  "I"  category  allotments  would  incorporate 
actions  to  improve  riparian  habitat.  Escape  ramps 
would  be  installed  in  all  watering  troughs  and  bot- 
tomless tanks.  When  designing  livestock  water 
reservoirs  and  other  such  facilities,  the  BLM 
would  consider  whether  these  could  also  improve 
wildlife  and  fisheries  habitat. 

To  benefit  wildlife,  the  BLM  would  consider  con- 
solidating public  land  to  obtain  important  wildlife 
habitat  areas  such  as  (a)  perennial  streams,  lakes, 
and  wetlands  (USFWS  also  has  identified  this  as 
a  priority);  (b)  raptor  concentration  areas;  (c)  cru- 


cial winter  range  for  bighorn  sheep,  elk,  mule 
deer,  or  antelope;  and  (d)  other  high  priority  hab- 
itats. 

In  addition  to  the  specific  actions  outlined 
above,  some  management  actions  that  would  ben- 
efitwildlifearedescribedinthischapterundersec- 
tions  on  the  management  of  ACECs,  fire,  forests, 
livestock  grazing,  coal,  oil  and  gas,  locatable  min- 
erals, and  recreation.  Further  information  on  how 
actions  for  other  programs  benefit  wildlife  is  avail- 
able in  the  Wildlife  appendix  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


Rationale 

The  rationale  for  selection  of  the  proposal  for 
management  of  wildlife  habitat  and  fisheries  is  as 
follows:  Specific  actions  in  the  proposed  RMP  for 
habitat  management  in  the  16  HMP  areas  would 
help  to  meet  the  objectives  for  wildlife  habitat  and 
fisheries  management.  Intensive  management  of 
surface-disturbing  activities  in  these  areas  would 
help  to  ensure  maintenance  of  habitat  quality  in 
areas  of  overlapping  crucial  winter  range  for  more 
than  one  species  of  big  game. 

In  addition,  the  objectives  would  be  met  largely 
through  actions  for  management  of  other 
resources,  including  ACECs  (intensive  manage- 
ment of  surface-disturbing  activities),  fire  (use  of 
prescribed  fire),  forests(maintenance  of  healthy 
forest  vegetation),  lands  (management  of  loc'' 
tion  of  utility/transportation  systems;  protective 
withdrawals),  livestock  grazing  (improvement  of 
ecological  condition  and  riparian  vegetation;  im- 
provement of  forage  production;  exclusion  of 
grazing  from  specific  areas),  minerals  (appropri- 
ate mitigation  of  effects  of  development;  applica- 
tion of  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation 
guidelines  and  intensive  surface  protection  mea- 
sures), and  soils,  water,  and  air  (intensive  manage- 
ment in  critical  watersheds). 
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Affected  Environment 


INTRODUCTION 

Chapter  3  has  not  been  rewritten  for  this  final 
document;  it  contains  only  the  necessary  addi- 
tions and  corrections  to  the  description  of  the  af- 
fected environment  presented  in  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.  Where  a  changed  paragraph  is  reprinted,  the 
changed  portions  appear  in  bold  type.  Entirely 
new  sections  are  not  in  bold  type,  but  the  fact  that 
they  are  new  is  clearly  indicated.  Some  updated 
or  corrected  tables  and  maps  have  been  included 
in  this  final  RMP/EIS. 


ADDITIONS  AND 
CORRECTIONS  TO  SOIL, 
WATER,  AND  AIR 
RESOURCES 

Water  Resources 
Surface  Water 

Quality 

The  first  part  of  the  section  on  "Quality"  on 
page  140  should  be  corrected  to  read  as  follows: 
Table  8  presents  groundwater  quality  standards 
of  the  state  of  Wyoming.  These  standards  also 
apply  to  surface  waters.  (The  "table  8"  referred  to 
appears  on  page  140  of  the  draft  document.) 

Following  the  sentence  quoted  above,  a  new 
section  should  be  added,  as  follows: 

The  following  standards  also  apply  to  surface 
waters.  They  are  quoted  from  a  publication  of 
Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Qual- 
ity, Water  Quality  Division,  lA/afer  Quality  Rules 
and  Regulations:  Chapter  VI 1 1, 1980. 

Turbidity 

In  all  Class  I  and  II  waters,  the  discharge  of  substances 
attributable  to  or  influenced  by  the  activities  of  man  shall  not 
be  present  in  quantities  which  would  result  in  a  turbidity 
increase  of  more  than  10  NTUs  [nephelometric  turbidity 
units]. 

In  all  Class  III  waters,  the  discharge  of  substances  attrib- 
utable to  or  influenced  by  the  activities  of  man  shall  not  be 
present  in  quantities  which  would  result  in  a  turbidity  increase 
of  more  than  15  NTUs. 

An  exception  to  the  two  paragraphs  above  in  this  section 
shall  apply  to  the  North  Platte  River  from  Guernsey  Dam  to 
the  Nebraska  line  during  the  annual  "siltrun"  from  Guernsey 
Dam. 


Dissolved  Oxygen 

In  all  Class  I  and  II  waters,  wastes  attributable  to  or  influ- 
enced by  the  activities  of  man  shall  not  be  present  in  amounts 
which  will  result  in  death  or  injury  to  existing  aquatic  life  or 
which  will  result  in  a  dissolved  oxygen  content  of  less  than 
6  mg/l  [milligrams  per  liter]  at  any  time. 

In  all  Class  III  waters,  wastes  attributable  to  or  influenced 
by  the  activities  of  man  shall  not  be  present  in  amounts  which 
will  result  in  injury  or  death  to  existing  aquatic  life  or  which 
will  result  in  a  dissolved  oxygen  content  of  less  than  5  mg/l 
at  any  time. 

Over  spawning  areas,  wastes  attributable  to  or  influenced 
by  the  activities  of  man  shall  not  be  present  in  amounts  which 
will  cause  reduction  in  the  natural  dissolved  oxygen  content, 
unless  such  reduction  is  the  result  of  a  thermal  discharge 
allowed  under  the  provisions  contained  in  Section  25  of  these 
regulations. 

Settleable  Solids 

In  all  Wyoming  surface  waters,  substances  attributable  to 
or  influenced  by  the  activities  of  man  that  will  settle  to  form 
sludge,  bank,  or  bottom  deposits  shall  not  be  present  in  quan- 
tities which  could  result  in  significant  aesthetic  degradation, 
significant  degradation  of  habitat  for  aquatic  life,  or  adversely 
affect  public  water  supplies,  agricultural  and  industrial  water 
use,  plant  life,  or  wildlife,  etc. 

Following  the  new  section  above,  this  para- 
graph (previously  part  of  the  first  paragraph  on 
page  140)  should  appear: 

Table  9  shows  where  point  source  pollutants 
originate  through  state-permitted  water  dis- 
charges. Other  permitted  discharges  in  the  plan- 
ning area  are  not  affecting  water  quality  at  pre- 
sent. (The  "table  9"  referred  to  appears  on  page 
145  of  the  draft  document  and  is  not  repeated 
here  because  there  has  been  no  change.) 

The  remainder  of  the  "Water  Resources"  sec- 
tion of  the  draft  document  is  unchanged. 


Air  Resources 


Air  Quality 

The  "Air  Quality"  section  on  page  154  of  the 
draft  RfvlP/EIS  said  that  there  are  no  Class  I  air 
quality  areas  in  the  planning  area.  We  have 
learned  that  while  there  are  no  federal  Class  I  air 
quality  areas,  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  in 
the  Medicine  Bow  National  Forest  classified  as  a 
Class  I  area  by  the  state  of  Wyoming.  The  Wyo- 
ming DEQ  enforces  state  Class  I  standards  in  the 
area  as  they  apply  to  prevention  of  significant 
deterioration  (PSD).  The  Savage  Run  Wilderness 
Area  is  managed  by  the  Forest  Service,  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  (FS),  but  there  may  be 
implications  for  BLM  management  in  the  plan- 
ning area,  because  management  actions  on  BLM- 
administered  public  lands  might  affect  air  quality 
in  the  Class  I  area. 
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Table  11  on  page  155  of  the  draft  document 
listed  the  Wyoming  and  national  ambient  air  qual- 
ity standards.  That  table  has  been  updated  with 
information  provided  by  the  Air  Quality  Division, 
Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
(DEQ);  the  new  version  appears  in  this  RMP/EIS 
as  table  9. 


north  of  the  Ferris  Mountains.  Migrations  from 
seasonal  ranges  in  the  vicinity  of  Bradley  Peak 
(southeast  of  the  Ferris  Mountains)  is  generally 
to  the  crucial  winter  ranges  southwest  of  the 
lower  portions  of  Pathfinder  Reservoir.  Crucial 
winter  ranges  are  generally  treeless,  windblown 
ridges. 


ADDITIONS  AND 
CORRECTIONS  TO 
WILDLIFE  AND  FISHERIES 

Wildlife 


Big  Game 

Updated  information  on  big  game  herd  units 
has  been  received  for  table  24  on  page  1 97  of  the 
draft  document.  The  updated  table  appears  in  this 
document  as  table  10.  Table  11  of  this  document 
contains  updated  information  on  acreage  impor- 
tant to  wildlife  species,  replacing  table  25  on  page 
200  in  the  draft  document. 

The  maps  showing  herd  unit  area  boundaries 
for  elk,  mule  deer,  and  antelope  (maps  47,  48,  and 
49  on  pages  188,  189,  and  190  in  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS)  have  been  updated  and  corrected.  They 
appear  in  this  document  as  maps  41  (antelope), 
42  (elk),  and  44  (mule  deer).  In  addition,  a  new 
map  showing  moose  herd  unit  area  boundaries 
(map  43)  is  included  in  this  document. 

Maps  showing  crucial  winter  range  for  bighorn 
sheep  and  antelope  (maps  50  and  54  on  pages  191 
and  1 95  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS)  have  been  updated 
and  appear  in  this  document  as  maps  45  and  46. 


Elk 

Several  paragraphs  in  the  sections  about  elk 
HMP  areas  should  be  changed  as  shown  below. 
(The  "Elk"  section  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  begins  on 
page  1 87  and  continues  on  page  1 99  after  several 
intervening  pages  of  tables  and  maps.) 


Ferris-Seminoe  HMP  Area.  The  Ferris-Seminoe 
HMP  area  provides  summer,  winter/yearlong,  and 
crucial  winterrangefortheFerriselk  herd,  approx- 
imately 325  to  350  elk.  Riparian  habitat  and  aspen/ 
conifer  stands  are  important  for  thermal  and 
escape  cover  and  calving  habitat.  Migration  from 
the  seasonal  ranges  in  the  Ferris  Mountains  is 
generally  to  and  from  the  crucial  winter  ranges 


Saratoga  Valley  HMP  Area  (Proposed).  The  Sarat- 
oga Valley  proposed  HMP  area  provides  calving 
areas  and  summer,  yearlong,  and  crucial  winter 
range  for  approximately  4,230  elk,  as  well  as  hab- 
itat for  other  big  game  species.  Maintenance  and 
enhancement  of  habitat  for  wintering  elk  and 
other  big  game  species  are  primary  objecfivos  for 
this  area. 

(The  remainder  of  the  section  on  Saratoga  Val- 
ley under  "Elk"  is  unchanged  from  the  draft.  This 
area  is  discussed  further  under  the  sections  for 
bighorn  sheep,  deer,  and  antelope). 

Laramie  Peak  HMP  Area  (Proposed).  The '  aramie 
Peak  proposed  HMP  area  provides  summer, 
winter/yearlong,  and  crucial  winter  range  for 
approximately  1,700  elk.  Maintenance  and 
enhancement  of  adequate  forage  and  cover  for 
wintering  elk  and  other  big  game  species  is  a  pri- 
mary wildlife  objective  for  this  area. 

(The  remainder  of  the  section  on  Laramie  Peak 
under  "Elk"  is  unchanged  from  the  draft.  This  area 
is  discussed  further  under  the  sections  for  big- 
horn sheep,  deer,  and  antelope). 

The  remainder  of  the  "Elk"  section  of  the  "Big 
Game"  discussion  is  unchanged. 


Bighorn  Sheep 

The  following  new  paragraph  should  be  added 
on  page  201,  right  column,  following  paragraph 
5: 

The  Laramie  Peak  proposed  HMP  area  pro- 
vides summer  and  crucial  winter/yearlong  hab- 
itat for  approximately  300  to  350  bighorn  sheep 
(see  map  45).  Improvement  of  bighorn  sheep 
habitat  through  prescribed  burning  or  timber 
harvest  is  a  primary  objective  for  this  area.  In 
a  memorandum  of  understanding  recently 
signed  by  the  BLM,  the  WGFD,  and  the  FS,  cer- 
tain public  lands  are  identified  as  important 
areas  for  habitat  manipulation  for  bighorn 
sheep.  Those  public  lands  are  in  the  areas  of 
Duck  Creek/Split  Rock,  Sugarloaf  Mountain, 
and  Black  Mountain. 

The  following  new  paragraph  should  be  added 
to  the  section  on  bighorn  sheep  on  page  202,  left 
column,  following  paragraph  4: 
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TABLE  9 
WYOMING  AND  NATIONAL  AMBIENT  AIR  QUALITY  STANDARDS 


M 

aximum  Allowable 

Incre 

ments  for  Prevention 

Wyoming 

National 

of  Sig 

nificant  Deter 

oration^ 

Standards 
{mcg/m3) 

Standards  (mcg/m^) 
Primary         Secondary 

(mcg/m') 

Contaminants 

Class  1 

Class  II 

Class  III 

Total  Suspended  Particulates 

24-Houri 

150.0 

260.0 

150.0 

10 

37 

75 

Annual 

60.0 

75.0 

60.0 

5 

19 

37 

Sulfur  Dioxide 

3-Houri 

1,300.0 

N/A 

1,300.0 

25 

512 

700 

24-Houri 

260.0 

65.0 

N/A 

5 

91 

182 

Annua|3 

60.0 

80.0 

N/A 

2 

20 

40 

Nitrogen  Dioxide 
Annual3 

Carbon  Monoxide 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


1-Houri 
8-Houri 

40,000.0 
10,000.0 

40,000.0 
10,000.0 

40,000.0 
10,000.0 

Hydrogen  Sulfide'' 
0.5-Hour5 
0.5-Hour6 

70.0 
40.0 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

Hydrogen  Fluoride'' 
12-Hour 
24-Hour 
7-Day 
30-Day 

3.0 
1.8 
0.5 
0.4 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Photocliemical  Oxidants  (O3) 
1-Hour' 

160.0 

235.0 

235.0 

Lead 

3-Month 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

SOURCE:  U.S.,  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest 
Service,  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Stalemant  on  the  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  (Denver,  1983),  p.  4-40.  Additional 
information  provided  by  Air  Quality  Division,  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality. 

NOTE:  The  Air  Quality  Division,  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  is  in  the  process  of  adopting  a 
new  particulate  standard,  particulate  matter  10  microns  or  less  aerometric  diameter  (PM10).  The  annual  a.. rage 
standard  is  50  mcg/m^;  the  24-hour  average  standard  is  150  mcg/m^.  The  ambient  total  particulate  standards  probably 
will  be  dropped. 

Temporary  construction-related  emissions  as  well  as  the  more  permanent  operations-related  impacts  are  subject 
to  national  ambient  air  quality  standards  (NAAQS)  and  Wyoming  ambient  air  quality  standards  (WAAQS).  However, 
emissions  resulting  from  emergency  upsets  and  start-up  and  shut-down  activities  are  exempted  from  NAAQS  and 
WAAQS  compliance. 

'  Not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year. 

2  Annual  geometric  mean,  never  to  be  exceeded. 

3  Annual  arithmetic  mean,  never  to  be  exceeded. 
<  Wyoming  ambient  standard  only. 

5  Not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  twice  per  year. 

6  Not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  twice  in  any  five  consecutive  days. 

7  Wyoming  ambient  standard.  Federal  hydrocarbon  standard  was  repealed  by  EPA. 

8  Incremental  prevention  of  significant  deterioration  (PSD)  standards  are  the  maximum  incremental  amounts  of 
pollutants  allowed  above  the  baseline  in  regions  of  clean  air. 
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Herd  Unit 
Area  Name 
and  Number 

Antelope 

Big  Creek 
(No.  29) 

Centennial 
(No.  27) 

Chalk  Bluffs 
(No.  20) 

Cooper  Lake 
(No.  26) 

Dwyer 
(No.  24) 

Elk  Mountain 
(No.  28) 

Hawk  Springs 
(No.  21) 

iron  Mountain 
(No.  23) 

Medicine  Bow 
(No.  25) 

Iron  Springs 
(No.  30) 

North  Ferris 
(No.  36) 

South  Ferris 
(No.  37) 

Red  Desert 
(No.  15) 

Baggs 
(No.  38) 

Bitter  Creek 
(No.  14) 

Bates  Hole 
(No.  44) 


Affected  Environment 

TABLE  10 
BIG  GAME  HERD  UNIT  AREA  DATA 


WGFD 

Population 

Objective 


Approximate 
Percentage  of 
Population  in 
Planning  Area 


Acreage  of 

Crucial 

Habitat  in 

Planning  Area 


Acreage  of 

Crucial  Habitat 

Potentially 

Affected^ 


HMPsin 

Herd  Unit 

Area 


600 
6,000 

4S0 
3,000 
2,500 
5,000 
5  000 
8,000 
45,000 

12,000 
5,000 
6.500 

10,000 
7,200 

11,000 
6,000 


100  (w) 
10  (s) 

100  (y) 

100  (y) 

100  (y) 

5(y) 

100  (y) 

40  (y) 

95  (y) 

100  (y) 

100  (y) 

80  (s) 
40  (w) 

100  (y) 

85  (w) 
60  (s) 

100  (w) 
90  (s) 

80  (w) 
100(3) 

10  (w) 
5(s) 


640 
6,400 

12,160 

0 

26,520 

0 

1,280 

110,040 

0 

24,960 
57.920 
57,600 
53.120 
72,300 
8.960 


0       Encampment 
Saratoga  Valley 

5,000       Jelm  Mountain 


0  None 

12,160  Jelm  Mountain 

0  Laramie  Peak 

25,000  Saratoga  Valley 

0  None 

0  Laramie  Peak 

91,260       Shirley  Mountain 
Laramie  Peak 
Saratoga  Valley 

0       Saratoga  Valley 
Sage  Creek  Basin 

0  Ferris-Seminoe 

57,600  Ferris-Seminoe 

96,7002  Red  Desert 

50,200  Baggs 

72,300       South  Desert 
Baggs 

8,960       Shirley  Mountain 
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Affected  Environment 


TABLE  10  (Continued) 
BIG  GAME  HERD  UNIT  AREA  DATA 


Approximate 

Acreage  of 

Acreage  of 

Herd  Unit 
Area  Name 
and  Number 

WGFD 
Population 
Objective 

Percentage  of 
Population  in 
Planning  Area 

Crucial 

Habitat  in 

Planning  Area 

Crucial  Habitat 
Potentially 
Affected! 

HMPsin 

Herd  Unit 

Area 

Bighorn  Sheep 

Douglas  Creek 
(No.  18) 

350 

75  (w) 
50  (s) 

3,060 

2,360 

Saratoga  Valley 

Encampment  River 
(No.  21) 

Laramie  Peai< 

200 

90  (w) 
10  (s) 

7,060 

7,060 

Encampment 
Saratoga  Valley 

600 

60  (y) 

11,520 

0 

Laramie  Peak 

(No.  19) 
Ferris 

300 

100  (y) 

7,570 

2,720 

Ferris-Seminoe 

(No.  17) 

Elk 

iron  Mountain 

200 

90  (y) 

250 

60 

(elk 

0 

Laramie  Peak 

(No.  31) 

calving) 

Laramie  Peak 

2,300 

.50(y) 

15,400 

0 

Laramie  Peak 

(No.  32) 

Shirley  Mountain 

800 

80  (y) 

13,500 

7,800 

Shirley  Mountain 

(No.  34) 
Snowy  Range 

4,900 

80  (w) 

26,350 
6,240 

12,725 

Saratoga  Valley 
Jelm  Mountain 

(No.  33) 

5(s) 

'(elk 
calving) 

Shirley  Mountain 

Baggs 

4,200 

90  (w) 

83,670 
2,560 

78,720 
2,560 

Baggs 
Saratoga 

(No.  25) 

10  (s) 

(elk 
calving) 

(elk 
calving) 

Encampment 
Sage  Creek 

Ferris 

350 

98  (y) 

25,300 

0 

Ferris-Seminoe 

(No.  39) 
SInamrock 

75 

100  (y) 

0 

0 

Red  Desert 

(No.  43) 

0 

n 

0 

Red  Desert 

Green  Mountain^ 

450 

V 

(No.  38) 

0 

0 

0 

None 

Steam  boats 

500 

(No.  26) 

I 
I 
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Affected  Environment 


TABLE  10  (Continued) 
BIG  GAME  HERD  UNIT  AREA  DATA 


Herd  Unit 
Area  Name 
and  Number 

WGFD 
Population 
Objective 

Approximate 
Percentage  of 
Population  in 
Planning  Area 

Acreage  of 

Crucial 

Habitat  in 

Planning  Area 

Acreage  of 

Crucial  Habitat 

Potentially 

Affected! 

HMPsin 

Herd  Unit 

Area 

Mule  Deer 

Cheyenne 
(No.  34) 

4,000 

80  (y) 

0 

0 

None 

Iron  Mountain 
(No.  38) 

15,000 

80  (y) 

6,400 

0 

Laramie  Peak 

Laramie  Peak 
(No.  37) 

14,000 

60  (y) 

10,400 

0 

Laramie  PR-ik 

Platte  Valley 
(No.  41) 

20,000 

90  (w) 
50  (s) 

59,730 

24,860 

Encampment 
Sage  Creek  Basin 
Saratoga  Valley 

Sheep  Mountain 
(No.  39) 

15,000 

90  (w) 
60  (s) 

12,800 

950 

Jelm  ivlountain 

Shirley  Mountain 
(No.  40) 

10,000 

100  (y) 

58,300 

17,180 

Shirley  Mountain 

Ferris 
(No.  47) 

5,000 

90  (y) 

42,800 

21,080 

Ferris-Seminoe 

Baggs 
(No.  27) 

18,700 

99  (w) 
75  (s) 

131,840 

126,800 

Baggs 
South  Desert 

Chain  Lakes 
(No.  50) 

200 

100  (y) 

0 

0 

Red  Desert 

Table  Rock 
(No.  28) 

450 

40  (y) 

0 

0 

Red  Desert 

Black  Butte 
(No.  25) 

1,750 

5(y) 

0 

0 

South  Desert 

Bates  Hole 
(No.  57) 

12,000 

5(y) 

7,770 

7,700 

Shirley  Mountain 

Sweetwater 
(No.  46) 

5,000 

1  (y) 

0 

0 

Red  Desert 

White-tailed  Deer 

Southeast  Wyoming 
(No.  04) 

3,000 

1  (y) 

0 

0 

Laramie  Peak 

Laramie  River 
(No.  05) 

1,000 

5(y) 

0 

0 

Shirley  Mountain 
Saratoga  Valley 

Encampment 
Laramie  Peak 
Jelm  Mountain 
Sage  Creek  Basin 
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Affected  Environment 

TABLE  10  (Continued) 
BIG  GAME  HERD  UNIT  AREA  DATA 


Herd  Unit 
Area  Name 
and  Number 

WGFD 

Population 

Objective 

Approximate 
Percentage  of 
Population  in 
Planning  Area 

Acreage  of 

Crucial 

Habitat  in 

Planning  Area 

Acreage  of 

Crucial  Habitat 

Potentially 

Affected' 

HMPs  in 

Herd  Unit 

Area 

Moose 

Snowy  Range 
(No.  22) 

100 

10  (y) 

0 

0 

Saratiga  Valley 
Jelm  Mountain 
Sage  Creek  Basin 
Baggs 

NOTE:  (s)  =  summer;  (w)  =  winter;  (y)  =  yearlong. 

1  Acreage  listed  is  crucial  habitat  that  has  the  potential  to  be  significantly  affected  by  one  or  more  of  the  resource 
management  alternatives  analyzed  in  this  document. 

2  Includes  50,000  acres  of  summer/yearlong  habitat. 

3  Area  38  is  in  the  planning  area,  but  elk  populations  probably  do  not  enter  the  planning  area. 


TABLE  11 

ACREAGE  OF  HABITAT  IMPORTANT  TO  WILDLIFE  SPECIES 

IN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 

BYHMPAREA 


Bighorn 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Antelope 

Sheep 

Sage/Sharp- 

Crucial 

Elk 

Crucial 

Crucial 

Crucial 

tailed  Grouse 

Raptor 

Winter 

Calving 

Winter 

Winter 

Winter 

Areas  (Number 

Concentration 

HMP  Area 

Range 

Areas 

Range 

Range 

Range 

of  Leks) 

Areas 

Baggs 

78,720 

2,560 

74,240 

50,120 

— 

139,100(35) 

38,660 

Ferris-Seminoe 

25,300 

— 

42,800 

82,880 

2,720 

93,400(15) 

30,080 

Shirley  Mountain 

13,500 

— 

66,400 

83,800 

— 

105,000(12) 

— 

Sage  Creek  Basin 

— 

— 

3,100 

— 

— 

22,680(10) 

8,640 

Encampment 

Bighorn  Sheep 

4,950 

— 

5,800 

— 

7,060 

— 

— 

Red  Desert 

— 

— 

— 

57,600 

— 

195,000(25) 

17,280 

South  Desert 

— 

— 

57,600 

72,300 

— 

85,100(16) 

15,770 

Saratoga  Valley 

21,150 

3,360 

49,300 

54,600 

3,060 

195,000(42) 

5,440 

Laramie  Peak 

15,400 

— 

10,400 

7,100 

11,520 

49,700(15) 

— 

Jelm  Mountain 

5,200 

2,880 

5,100 

19,500 

— 

1^,400  (3) 

— 

Other 

250 

60 

15,300 

1,000 

— 

2.900  (0) 

1,690 

Total 

164,470 

8,860 

330,040 

428,900 

24,360 

902,280(173) 

117,560 
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'    Herd  Unit  Area  Boundary 
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ELK  HERD  UNIT  AREA  BOIJNDARIE.S 

(Revised  From    Draft       so  47) 
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Map  43 
MOOSE  HERD  UNIT  AREA  BOUNDARIES 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Manaaement  Plan 
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Map  44 

MULE  DEER  HERD  UNIT  AREA  F^' JNDARIES 

(Revised  From  Draft  Map       ) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Mant        ,   .'  '"'  in 
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Map  45 
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Crucial  Winter  Range 


Map  46 

ANTL  LOPE  CRUCIAL  WINTER  RANGE 

(Revised  From  Draft  Map  54) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management  Plan 


l-i 


Affected  Environment 


The  condition  of  Biginom  sheep  habitat  in 
Saratoga  Valley  is  poor  because  of  overuse  by 
ungulates.  As  noted  in  the  "Elk"  section, 
enhancement  of  big  game  habitat  through  hab- 
itat manipulation  projects  is  a  primary  objective 
for  this  area. 


vi/inter  ranges.  Maintenance  of  these  move- 
ments is  a  primary  management  concern 
Shrub  vegetation  types  predominate  in  many 
important  wintering  areas.  Livestock  manag 
ment  practices  such  as  fencing  and  vegetation 
manipulation  can  create  conflicts  w\h  prongh- 
orn  management. 


I 
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Deer 

The  following  new  paragraphs  should  be  added 
on  page  202,  following  the  last  paragraph  in  the 
left  column: 

In  the  Saratoga  Valley  proposed  HMP  area, 
crucial  winter  range  for  mule  deer  is  threatened 
by  habitat  losses  caused  by  subdivisions,  agri- 
cultural development,  and  overuse  by  ungu- 
lates As  noted  in  the  "Elk"  section,  enhance- 
ment of  big  game  habitat  through  habitat 
manipulation  projects  is  a  primary  objective  for 
this  area. 

The  Laramie  Peak  proposed  HMP  area  pro- 
vides important  habitat  for  large  numbers  of 
mule  deer.  Maintenance  and  enhancement  of 
adequate  forage  and  cover  for  wintering  mule 
deer  is  a  wildlife  objective  for  this  area. 

The  proposed  Jelm  Mountain  HMP  area  pro- 
vides important  habitat  for  mule  deer.  Mainte- 
nance and  enhancement  of  mule  deer  habitat 
is  a  wildlife  objective  for  the  area. 


Pronghorn  Antelope 

The  following  new  paragraphs  should  be  added 
on  page  202.  following  paragraph  3  in  the  right 
column: 

In  the  Saratoga  Valley  proposed  HMP  area, 
crucial  winter  range  for  antelope  is  threatened 
by  habitat  losses  caused  by  subdivisions,  agri- 
cultural development,  and  overuse  by  ungu- 
lates. Maintenance  of  big  game  habitat  through 
habitat  manipulation  projects  and  modification 
of  existing  fences  are  primary  objectives  for  this 
area. 

The  Laramie  Peak  proposed  HMP  area  pro- 
vides important  habitat  for  large  numbers  of 
antelope.  Maintenance  and  enhancement  of 
adequate  forage  for  antelope  is  a  wildlife  objec- 
tive for  this  area. 

The  proposed  Jelm  Mountain  HMP  area  pro- 
vides important  habitat  for  antelope.  Mainte- 
nance and  enhancement  of  antelope  habitat 
and  reduction  of  antelope-fence  conflicts  are 
wildlife  objectives  for  this  area. 

Many  of  the  pronghorn  herds  in  the  planning 
area  make  extensive  migrations  to  and  from 
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Moose 

A  new  section  on  moose  should  be  added  to  the 
"Big  Game"  section,  as  follows: 

Moose    are    present    in     relatively    small! 


,„ are    present    in 

numbers  in  the  planning  area.  The  highest  pop-l 


ulations  are  concentrated  in  the  Platte  Va!'  -/ 
but  there  also  are  moose  in  the  Ferris-Seminoe« 
Shirley  Mountain,  and  Laramie  Peak  HMFB 
areas.  Moose  normally  inhabit  riparian  areas, 
but  they  also  can  be  found  in  sagebrush  and 
forested  vegetation  types. 


I 
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Upland  Game  Birds 

Sage  Grouse 

In  paragraph  3  of  the  section  on  sage  grou<^« 
(next  to  last  paragraph  in  right  column,  page  202§| 
the  last  sentence  should  be  changed  to  read  as 
follows:  Sage  grouse  avoid  large  stands  of  derv 
sagebrush  except  during  winters  with  deep  snovB 
when  these  stands  are  used  for  forage  and  coveB 
(Klebenow  1972;  Wallestad  1971;  WGFD  1987). 

The  map  showing  breeding/nesting  grounc 
for  sage  grouse  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  (map  _ 
in  the  draft  document)  has  been  revised.  The 
updated  version  appears  in  this  document 
map  47. 


The 

1 
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Raptors 

Additional  raptorsurveys  conducted  sincecon 
pletion  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  resulted  in  delinea- 
tion of  one  more  raptor  concentration  area,  tIB 
Ferris  Mountains  RCA.  In  addition,  the  Atlanf)| 
Rim  RCA  was  redelineated  as  a  result  of  these  sur- 
veys (see  maps  2,  6,  and  8). 


Threatened  or  Endangered  Species 


I 
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Bald  Eagle 

The  first  paragraph  in  the  section  on  ba^ 
eagles  (last  paragraph  in  left  column  on  page  2« 
should  be  corrected  to  read  as  follows:  ■ 


ti 
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Lv         Sage  Grouse  Breeding/Nesting  Grounds 
•  Sharp-tailed  Grouse  Breeding/Nesting  Grounds 


Map  47 

GROUSE  BREEDSNG/NESTING  GROUNDS 

(Revised  From  Draft  IVlap  56) 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  iV!anui)i:nnMU  Pl.m 
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Affected  Environment 


The  Little  Snake  River  and  the  North  Platte 
River  and  associated  drainages  are  major  winter- 
ing areas  for  bald  eagles.  More  than  50  wintering 
bald  eagles  have  been  documented  along  the  Lit- 
tle Snake  River  in  Wyoming  and  Colorado.  Similar 
numbers  have  been  observed  along  the  North 
Platte  River  from  Pathfinder  Reservoir  to  the  Col- 
orado state  line.  Other  important  wintering  areas 
are  the  Sand  Hills  area,  the  Muddy  Creek-Dad 
Basin,  and  the  Laramie  River. 

Two  new  sentences  should  be  inserted  in  line 
6  of  the  second  paragraph  of  the  "Bald  Eagle"  sec- 
tion (top  paragraph,  right  column,  page  208)  fol- 
lowing "night  roosts,"  as  follows:  One  large  night- 
roost  site  has  been  documented  in  the  Pedro 
Mountains  in  a  stand  of  mature  ponderosa  pines. 
Between  12  and  17  bald  eagles  have  been 
observed  using  this  site. 

A  new  paragraph  should  be  added  to  the  sec- 
tion on  bald  eagles,  as  follows: 

There  are  six  bald  eagle  nests  on  private 
lands  along  the  North  Platte  River.  An  addi- 
tional active  nest  is  immediately  south  of  the 
Wyoming-Colorado  border  along  the  Little 
Snake  River.  Nearly  all  nests  are  associated 
with  cottonwood-riparian  vegetation  types, 
although  nesting  has  been  documented  in  asso- 
ciation with  cliffs  and  ponderosa  pines. 


Furbearers,  Predators,  and  Trophy 
Game 


Mountain  Lion 

The  "Mountain    Lion"   section   on    page   209 
should  be  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

Mountain  lion  habitat  is  essentially  that  of  thai 

le  planning  area, 
voodlands  and  ju-' 
niper,    mountain    shrub,    and    rockland    habitat 


I 
I 
I 
I 


lions'   prey— mule  deer.   In  the  planning  area,B 

mountain  lions  prefer  conifer  woodlands  and  ju-" 


types.  Recent  sightings  have  occurred  in  the  Fer- 


■i 

ris  Mountains,  the  Seminoe  Mountains,  the  PeHroJ| 
Mountains,  and  the  Bennett  Mountains  and  in 
areas    near   the    boundary    of    Medicine    Bow 
National  Forest. 


Fisheries 


Habitat  and  Species 


I 
I 
I 


In  the  discussion  of  nongame  fish  species  o 
concern  to  the  WGFD  (fourth  paragraph  in  the' 
right  column  on  page  209),  the  reference  to  "bo- 
nytail"  should  be  changed  to  roundtail.  ■ 


I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
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Environmental  Consequences 


INTRODUCTION 

This  chapter  presents  the  environmental  conse- 
quences of  management  actions  described  in 
chapter  2  for  the  proposed  RMP,  Both  beneficial 
and  adverse  effects  are  described. 

Assumptions  used  in  the  analysis  are  the  same 
as  those  presented  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


ANTICIPATED 
DEVELOPMENTS 

The  assumed  levels  of  development  that  were 
used  in  the  analysis  of  the  proposed  plan  are  pre- 
sented here  to  give  the  reader  a  more  complete 
understanding  of  the  analysis.  The  following  lev- 
els are  projected  for  a  20-year  period: 

Clearcutting:  4,000  acres  (average  of  200 
acres  per  year) 

Temporary  logging  roads:  40  miles  (average 
of  2  miles  per  year) 

Land  disposal:  10,000  acres  (average  of  500 
acres  per  year) 

Surface  disturbance  from  the  following  activi- 
ties is  projected  at  the  following  rates: 

Utility  and  transportation  system  develop- 
ment and  maintenance:  5,030  acres  (average 
of  251.5  acres  per  year) 

Coal  mining:  4,000  acres  (average  of  200 
acres  per  year) 

Oil  and  gas  development:  34,355  acres  (aver- 
age of  1,717.75  acres  per  year) 

Uranium  mining:  1,500  acres  (average  of  75 
acres  per  year) 


EFFECTS  ON  CULTURAL 

RESOURCES/NATURAL 

HISTORY 

Effects  from  Management  Actions 
for  Cultural  Resources/Natural 
History 

Under  the  proposed  RMP,  the  Como  Bluff  NNL 
would  be  designated  an  ACEC.  The  management 
emphasis  afforded  by  the  designation  would  help 


to  ensure  the  protection  of  cultural,  natural  his- 
tory, and  paleontological  resources  in  the  area. 

The  cultural  resources  program  would  stabilize 
and  protect  significant  sites  and  segments  along 
the  Overiand  Trail,  the  Cherokee  Trail,  and  the 
Rawlins-Fort  Washakie  Trail.  Listing  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  would  be 
sought  for  these  sites.  These  actions  would  help 
to  ensure  the  presen/ation  and  interpretation  of 
the  resources  for  present  and  future  generations. 

Consideration  would  be  given  to  transferring 
from  federal  ownership  160  acres  in  the  proposed 
Gangplank  NNL,  640  acres  in  the  Big  Hollow  NNL, 
and  160  acres  in  the  Sand  Creek  NNL.  The  areas 
would  be  considered  for  transfer  to  individuals, 
organizations,  agencies,  or  institutions  that 
would  manage  the  areas  in  accordance  with  their 
NNL  status.  This  could  enhance  management  of 
the  natural  history  values  in  the  areas  because  the 
effectiveness  of  current  BLM  management  is  lim- 
ited by  lack  of  legal  access  to  the  relatively  small 
public  land  parcels  in  areas  that  are  predomi- 
nantly in  other  ownerships. 

Natural  history  values  would  be  considered  dur- 
ing the  review  of  proposed  surface-disturbing 
activities.  This  would  enhance  the  designated  and 
proposed  NNLs  by  minimizing  the  disturbance  of 
the  values  that  characterize  the  areas. 

Implementation  of  paleontological  inventories 
in  areas  of  surface  disturbance  would  help  to 
ensure  preservation  and  interpretation,  of  signifi- 
cant paleontological  resources. 


Effects  from  Actions  Involving 
Surface  Disturbance 

Anticipated  levels  of  surface  disturbance  are 
discussed  at  the  beginning  of  this  chapter. 
Actions  involving  surface  disturbance  would  gen- 
erate new  inventory  data  about  cultural,  paleonto- 
logical, and  natural  history  resources.  Such  data 
are  gathered  in  support  of  most  surface- 
disturbing  activities. 

The  potential  exists  for  damage  to  -cultural,  nat- 
ural history,  and  paleontological  resources  dur- 
ing surface  disturbance.  The  data  gathered  and 
the  potential  for  damage  to  irreplaceable 
resources  are  roughly  proportionate  to  the 
amount  of  surface  disturbance. 

A  total  of  83,029  acres  of  the  planning  area 
would  be  withdrawn  from  locatable  mineral  devel- 
opment. This  total  includes  81,489  acres  of  exist- 
ing withdrawals  and  1,540  acres  of  new  withdra- 
wals. The  withdrawals  would  ■  include  intact 
segments  of  the  Overiand  Trail.  The  withdrawals 
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would  protect  cultural,  natural  history,  and 
paleontologicai  resources  from  potential  disturb- 
ance due  to  locatable  mineral  development  in  the 
withdrawn  areas.  Outside  the  withdrawals,  those 
resources  could  be  damaged  by  locatable  mineral 
development,  an  activity  that  has  more  potential 
for  such  damage  than  most  other  surface- 
disturbing  activities. 

Plans  of  operations  would  be  required  for  locat- 
able minerals  activities  that  would  cause  surface 
disturbance  (except  casual  use)  in  the  Como  Bluff 
proposed  ACEC,  regardless  of  the  size  of  the  dis- 
turbance .  This  would  help  to  ensure  the  protec- 
tion of  cultural,  natural  history,  and  paleontolog- 
icai resources  from  disturbance  associated  with 
locatable  mineral  development. 

Surface  disturbance  in  the  Como  Bluff  NNL,  the 
Overland  Trail,  the  Cherokee  Trail,  and  the 
Rawlins-Fort  Washakie  Trail  would  be  managed 
through  application  of  the  Wyoming  BLM  stan- 
dard mitigation  guidelines.  This  would  help  to 
ensure  the  preservation  of  cultural,  paleontolog- 
icai, and  natural  history  resources  in  those  areas. 

Surface  disturbance  would  be  intensively  man- 
aged within  Vi  mile  of  exposures  of  the  Morrison 
Formation  in  the  Como  Bluff  NNL.  This  would 
help  to  ensure  the  preservation  of  cultural,  paleon- 
tologicai, and  natural  history  resources  in  that 
area. 

Conc/us/on;  The  management  actions  for  cultural 
resources  and  natural  history  in  the  proposed 
plan  would  help  to  ensure  the  preservation 
and  interpretation  of  these  resources  for  pre- 
sent and  future  generations.  The  manage- 
ment emphasis  afforded  by  ACEC  designa- 
tion of  the  Como  Bluff  NNL  would  help  to 
ensure  the  protection  of  cultural,  natural  his- 
tory, and  paleontologicai  resources  in  the 
area. 

The  transfer  of  160  acres  in  the  proposed 
Gangplank  NNL,  640  acres  in  the  Big  Hollow 
NNL,  and  160  acres  in  the  Sand  Creek  NNL 
to  individuals,  organizations,  agencies,  or 
institutions  that  would  manage  the  areas  in 
accordance  with  their  NNL  status  could 
enhance  management  of  the  natural  history 
values  in  the  areas. 

Actions  involving  surface  disturbance  would 
generatp  new  inventory  data  about  cultural, 
paleontologicai,  and  natural  history 
resources. 

Cultural  resources  (including  intact  seg- 
ments of  the  Overland  Trail),  natural  history 
resources,  and  paleontologicai  resources 
would  be  protected  from  potential  disturb- 
ance due  to  locatable  mineral  development 
by  withdrawal  of  83,029  acres.  This  total 


includes  81 ,489  acres  of  existing  withdrawals  and 
1 ,540  acres  of  new  withdrawals.  Requirements  for 
plans  of  operationsforall  butcasual  useof  mining 
claims  would  help  to  ensure  the  protection  of  cul- 
tural, natural  history,  and  paleont  liogical 
resources  in  the  Como  Bluff  proposed  ACEC. 

The  application  of  the  Wyoming  BLM  stan- 
dard mitigation  guidelines  in  the  Como  Bluff 
NNL,  the  Overland  Trail,  the  Cherokee  Trail, 
and  the  Rawlins-Fort  Washakie  Trail  would 
help  to  ensure  the  preservation  of  cultural,  pa- 
leontologicai, and  natural  history  resources 
in  those  areas.  Intensive  management  of  sur- 
face disturbance  within  Vi  mile  of  exposures 
of  the  Morrison  Formation  in  the  Como  Bluff 
NNL  would  help  ensure  the  preservation  of 
cultural,  paleontologicai,  and  natural  history 
resources  in  that  area. 


EFFECTS  ON  FORESTRY 

Actions  of  the  proposed  RMP  would  enhance 
the  forest's  growth  and  diversity.  Timber  would  ! 
harvested  at  a  recently  recalculated  allowable  har- 
vest level  that  incorporates  new  inventory  data 
and  revised  harvesting  restrictions. 

Commercial  forestland  in  the  planning  area 
would  be  harvested  at  a  rate  of  20  MMBF  per  dec- 
ade from  an  avai'able  base  of  25,866  acres. 
Included  in  this  aicreage  would  be  6,707  acres  of 
limited  forest  management  activities.  There 
would  be  no  harvesting  on  309  acres  of  commer- 
cial forestland.  The  harvest  level  would  be  about 
77%  of  the  planning  area's  sustained-yield  capa- 
bility. Around  77%  of  the  commercial  forestland 
would  be  harvested  over  the  next  100  years. 

The  forest  managem'  nt  actions  would  have  no 
appreciable  impacts  on  the  forest  resource  in  the 
short  term. 

The  condition  of  about  77%  of  the  commercial 
forestland  would  improve  over  the  long  term 
because  mature  and  overmature  trees  would  be 
removed  and  replaced  with  healthy  reproduction. 
Activities  would  be  implemented  to  control  insect 
and  disease  problems.  The  success  of  these  activ- 
ities would  be  site  specific  and  would  depend  on 
the  timeliness  and  the  level  of  implementation  of 
control  measures. 

Table  12,  which  outlines  the  change  in  age- 
class  distribution  of  lodgepole  pine  over  *he  next 
100  years,  shows  that  there  would  be  a  great  im- 
provement in  age-class  distribution. 

The  condition  of  the  commercial  forestland  that 
would  not  be  harvested  in  the  next  100  years 
(approximately  23%  of  the  base  acreage)  would 
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TABLE  12 

LONG-TERM  (100  YEARS)  AGE  CLASS 

REDISTRIBUTION  OF  LODGEPOLE  PINE 

UNDER  THE  PROPOSED  RMP 


Age  Class 

Present 
Situation 
(percent) 

Long-Term 
Change 
(percent) 

Ideal  Age  Ciass 

Distribution 

(percent) 

0-10 

6% 

8% 

10% 

10-40 

15% 

24% 

30% 

40-70 

14% 

24% 

30% 

70  or  more 

65% 

44% 

30% 

continue  to  deteriorate  witli  increased  insect,  dis- 
ease, and  stagnation  problems. 

Consolidation  of  landownership  on  E!l<  Moun- 
tain and  Shirley  Mountain  would  have  a  long-term 
beneficia!  effect  on  the  forest  resource  because 
insect  and  disease  control  would  be  more  effec- 
tive. Forest  management  activities  would  not  be 
constrained  by  ownership  boundaries;  therefore, 
each  problem  area  would  be  treated  as  an  entity 
and  in  a  timely  manner.  This  would  greatly 
improve  the  degree  of  success  for  the  particular 
control  measure.  The  overall  condition  of  the  fore- 
stlands  would  improve  in  the  long  term. 

The  proposed  RMP  would  provide  timber  to  the 
local  wood  products  industry  at  a  higher  level 
than  in  the  past,  with  about  a  50%  increase  in  the 
amount  of  wood  products  made  available.  The 
average  annual  timber  harvest  would  be  2  MMBF. 
This  level  of  production  would  account  for  20  jobs 
in  the  planning  area.  The  annual  revenue  gener- 
ated in  the  economy  of  the  planning  area  by  this 
harvesting  would  amount  to  about  $1,474,000.  At 
an  average  stumpage  value  of  $20  per  MBF,  the 
timber  harvested  would  generate  $40,000  per  year 
to  the  United  States  government  in  timber  sale 
receipts. 

Conc/us/on:  The  proposed  R M P  wou Id  provide  an 
opportunity  for  improving  the  health  and  pro- 
ductivity of  a  large  part  of  the  forestland  in 
the  planning  area.  More  wood  products 
would  be  provided  for  private  industry  than 
under  present  management.  About  77%  of 
the  commercial  forestland  would  be  under 
some  intensity  of  management  over  the  next 
lOOyears.  Restrictions  prohibiting  harvesting 
would  prevent  the  development  of  a  healthy 
productive  forest  on  309  acres  of  commercial 
forestland. 


Forestland  productivity  would  be  expected  to 
increase  with  time:  consequently,  the  plan- 
ning area's  sustained-yield  capability  would 
be  greater.  Wood  products  would  be  avail- 
able to  industry  above  current  levels.  In  addi- 
tion, consolidation  of  landownership  on  Elk 
Mountain  and  Shirley  Mountain  would 
enhance  the  forest  resource  by  facilitating 
insect  and  disease  control. 


EFFECTS  ON  LANDS 
PROGRAM 

Under  the  proposed  RMP,  lands  would  be  iden- 
tified for  disposal  for  community  expansion  and 
public  services  near  Bairoii,  Baggs,  Rawlins,  Red 
Desert,  and  Wamsutter.  Communities  partially  or 
totally  surrounded  by  public  lands  would  have 
increased  opportunities  to  acquire  public  land  for 
development  of  public  services  or  private  uses 
that  otherwise  might  not  be  available. 

Areas  containing  high  value  or  fragile  cultural 
and  natural  history  resources,  visual  resources, 
watersheds  and  soils,  and  wildlife  habitat  would 
be  identified  as  avoidance  areas  for  utility  and 
transportation  systems  (see  map  14).  Routing 
developments  around  such  areas  could  force 
installation  of  facilities  in  less  than  ideal  areas  that 
would  be  longer,  rougher,  and  more  difficult  to 
reclaim.  This  could  increase  project  costs.  Rela- 
tively small  avoidance  areas  would  not  have  as 
great  an  effect  as  larger  ones,  since  small  areas 
generally  could  be  avoided  easily.  If  an  area  could 
not  be  avoided,  effects  of  facility  development 
would  have  to  be  mitigated,  and  mitigation  would 
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add  cost  to  the  project.  The  amount  of  any 
increased  cost  cannot  be  determined  at  this  time. 


EFFECTS  ON  LIVESTOCK 
GRAZING 


Introduction 

Under  the  proposed  RMP,  the  BLM  would  man- 
age the  vegetative  resource  to  enhance  livestock 
grazing  while  maintaining  a  balance  between  eco- 
nomic uses  and  management  for  enhancement  of 
wildlife  habitat,  watershed,  and  riparian  vegeta- 
tion. Vegetation  condition  would  be  improved  on 
"I"  category  allotments  through  intensive  grazing 
management.  New  AMPs  would  be  developed 
and  projects  implemented  in  support  of  those 
AMPs. 

Any  effects  discussed  are  those  that  would 
occur  in  the  Medicine  Bow  grazing  EIS  area 
unless  otherwise  specified.  Effects  in  the  Divide- 
Seven  Lakes  grazing  EIS  area  have  been  analyzed 
in  previous  documents  (USDI,  BLM  n.d.,  1978a, 
1983a,  1983b). 

Throughout  the  discussion  of  effects  on  live- 
stock grazing,  changes  in  AUMs  of  forage  avail- 
ability are  projected,  as  is  the  percentage  of 
change.  These  projections  are  made  for  the  pur- 
poses of  analysis  only.  Specific  adjustments 
would  be  determined  following  more  detailed 
analyses  made  with  the  use  of  adequate  monitor- 
ing data. 

No  immediate  change  in  livestock  grazing  use 
would  be  proposed  for  the  Medicine  Bow  grazing 
EIS  area  under  this  alternative.  However,  existing 
data  were  used  to  predict  how  future  ecological 
condition  would  change.  The  management 
actions  discussed  below  and  the  livestock  adjust- 
ments due  to  monitoring  would  affect  the  availabil- 
ity of  forage.  Livestock  grazing  use  in  the  Medi- 
cine Bow  grazing  EIS  area  would  be  expected  to 
increase  above  the  active  preference  level  in  the 
long  term.  Projected  range  improvements  and 
long-term  ecological  condition  for  the  proposed 
RMP  would  be  the  same  as  those  presented  for 
Alternative  D  on  tables  L\/GR-AP-4  and 
LVGR-AP-6  in  the  livestock  grazing  appendix  to 
the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


1 
I 

Effects  from  Management  Actions 
for  Various  Programs  ■ 

Forestry  Actions 


I 


Approximately  2,737  AUMs  of  additional  forage 
would  be  available  for  livestock  grazing  in  the 
long  term  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  clearcut  har- 
vest of  200  acres  of  sawtimber  per  year  and  thew 
removal  of  500  acres  of  noncommercial,  nonpro-B 
ductive  stands  over  the  next  20  years  This  is  80% 
of  the  total  forage  available  to  br;  "  ized  by  li>j-  m 
stock  and  wildlife  from  increased  understory  pro-  B 
duction  due  to  harvest.  " 


Lands  and  Minerals  Actions 


Divide  and  Seven  Lakes  Grazing  EIS  Areas 


I 
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Management  actions  for  lands  and  minerals 
would  slightly  reduce  available  forage  in  the 
Divide  and  Seven  Lakes  EIS  areas.  The  acreage* 
disturbed  and  not  reclaimed  (and  therefore  taken  ■ 
out  of  forage  production)  would  amount  to  ap- 
proximately 12,799  acres  (2,133  AUMs)  over  the 
next  20  years.  This  is  about  1%  of  the  available* 
AUMs  in  the  Divide  and  Seven  Lakes  portion  of| 
the  planning  area,  so  the  loss  would  be  minimal. 

Some  individual  livestock  operations  could  beM 
directly  affected  by  a  lands  or  minerals  action.  If|| 
sufficient  acreage  was  removed  from  the  grazing 
base  in  an  individual  allotment,  the  livestock  oper- 
ator in  that  allotment  might  be  forced  to  rent  pri-B 
vate  pasture  or  to  feed  additional  hay.  The  exactB 
location  and  extent  of  future  lands  and  minerals 
actions  (and  thus  the  effect  on  individual  allot- 
ments) cannot  be  predicted. 


Medicine  Bow  Grazing  EIS  Area 


The  effects  on  livestock  grazing  from  manage- 
ment actions  for  lands  and  minerals  in  the  Med- 
icine Bow  grazing  EIS  area  would  amount  to  a* 
loss  of  10,936  acres  (1 ,823  AUMs)  from  the  puhlici 
land  grazing  base  in  the  next  20  years.  Actions' 
that  would  cause  this  loss  are  land  disposals 
(8,500  acres,  1,417  AUMs),  utility  and  transporta-i« 
tion  systems  (970  acres,  162  AUMs),  locatableB 
minerals  (500  acres,  83  AUMs),  oil  and  gas  devel-" 
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opment  (966  acres,  161  AUMs),  and  coal  develop- 
ment (ail  acreage  disturbed  would  be  reclaimed). 


Livestock  Grazing  Management  Actions 

Grazing  systems  or  AMPs  would  be  developed 
in  tlie  iVledicine  Bow  grazing  EIS  area  for  intensive 
management  of  13,140  acres  of  crucial  winter 
range  for  big  game  (see  maps  25,  26,  and  27).  Tine 
improved  tiabitat  condition  would  benefit  both 
wildlife  and  livestock  grazing.  In  the  short  term, 
a  small  amount  of  forage  would  be  unavailable  for 
livestock  grazing.  The  winter  ranges  would  be 
expected  to  improve  through  management  and 
might  produce  additional  forage  in  the  long  term 
that  could  be  available  to  livestock. 

The  effects  of  implementation  of  55  AMPs  and 
construction  of  projects  in  support  of  these  plans 
would  provide  an  increase  in  AUMs  in  the  long 
term.  Grazing  systems,  an  integral  part  of  any 
AMP,  might  require  greater  stocking  rates  on 
smaller  portions  of  the  allotment.  This  increased 
utilization  in  the  grazed  area  allows  the  ungrazed 
areas  to  rest  while  providing  more  even  utilization 
of  the  vegetation  in  the  grazed  areas.  The  plants 
in  the  ungrazed  areas  are  allowed  to  increase  in 
vigor,  storage,  and  reproduction,  and  this  leads 
to  increased  production  the  following  year.  These 
positive  aspects  of  rest  outweigh  the  increased  uti- 
lization of  forage  in  years  when  an  area  is  grazed 
(USDA.  SCS  1971;  USDA,  FS  1971). 

On  the  basis  of  a  review  of  grazing  systems  in 
the  western  states  by  Van  Poolen  and  Lacy  (1979) 
and  analysis  of  existing  ecological  conditions  and 
trends  by  the  resource  area  range  staff,  it  is  esti- 
mated that  a  20%  increase  in  AUMs  would  be 
realized  through  implementation  of  grazing  sys- 
tems and  AMPs  in  the  long  term. 

The  fences  and  water  developments  required  in 
the  implementation  of  grazing  sy.stems  and  AMPs 
would  have  an  initial  inconsequentia!  impact  on 
livestock  grazing  through  loss  of  vegetation  at  the 
project  site. 

Burning  or  spraying  of  brush  species  would  be 
designed  to  enhance  productivity  of  the  herba- 
ceous vegetation.  Approximately  58,308  acres  on 
43  allotments  would  be  identified  for  this  kind  of 
treatment.  Once  established,  brush  species  such 
as  big  sagebrush  are  very  tenacious  and  long- 
lived.  Uncontrolled  competition  from  these  brush 
species  for  water  and  nutrients  reduces  the  pro- 
ductivity of  the  herbaceous  plant  species  in  the 
community. 

The  exact  change  in  composition  from 
sagebrush/grass  to  grasses  and  forbs  after  burn- 


ing or  spraying  cannot  be  predir»ad  because  of 
variation  in  the  range  sites.  However,  spraying 
has  reduced  big  sagebrush  67%  to  100%  in  some 
areas  (Blaisdell  and  Mueggeler  1956).  Burning  of 
sagebrush  in  one  experiment  produced  a  90% 
increase  in  production  of  grasses  and  forbs 
(Pechanec,  Stewart,  and  Blaisdell  1954).  In  a 
review  of  sagebrush  spraying  in  Wyoming,  Kearl 
(1986)  found  that  forage  production  increased 
167%. 

It  has  been  assumed  that  a  100%  increase  in  for- 
age would  be  available  as  a  result  of  burning  or 
spraying.  It  is  estimated  that  80%  of  the  additional 
forage  would  be  available  to  livestock  under  the 
proposed  RMP;  therefore,  an  additional  14,460 
AUMs  would  be  available  for  livestock  grazing. 
Other  benefits  to  livestock  grazing  would  be  due 
to  reduced  utilization  and  possibly  to  better  dis- 
tribution of  livestock  in  other  areas  of  individual 
allotments.  Better  forage  condition  and  increased 
use  of  more  desirable  species  in  the  burned  or 
sprayed  areas  also  would  benefit  livestock. 

Vegetation  in  riparian  areas  would  be  improved 
through  management.  Management  actions 
could  include  fencing  to  exclude  livestock  graz- 
ing. Approximately  67  acres  of  riparian  stream 
zones  in  "I"  allotments  would  be  fenced  to 
improve  the  areas  to  good  condition,  or  better. 
Once  the  areas  were  improved  to  good  condition, 
they  would  be  incorporated  into  the  grazing  sys- 
tems for  the  allotment  on  a  limited  basis.  The 
short-term  result  of  the  fencing  would  be  elimina- 
tion of  approximately  34  AUMs  of  available  forage 
for  livestock.  Some  percentage  of  this  total  would 
be  available  in  the  long  term  through  the  AMP  pro- 
cess. 

An  additional  total  of  1,658  acres  of  riparian 
vegetation  would  be  improved  to  good  or  better 
condition  through  the  AMPs  developed  for  the  "I" 
allotments.  The  result  of  this  action  would  be  an 
increase  in  forage  available  for  livestock  grazing. 
The  increase  in  available  AUMs  for  livestock 
grazing  that  would  result  from  this  action  is 
included  in  the  above  total  of  increased  AUMs 
from  AMP  development.  This  improvement  would 
require  a  longer  time  to  occur  than  the  improve- 
ment due  to  fencing  and  exclusion  of  grazing. 

Existing  data  were  used  to  predict  future 
changes  in  ecological  condition  and  livestock 
adjustments  due  to  monitoring.  As  discussed  in 
the  analysis  of  the  effects  on  vegetation,  trends 
in  ecological  condition  in  the  Medicine  Bow 
grazing  EIS  area  would  be  expected  to  improve 
in  the  long  term  underthe  proposed  RMP.  It  is  pro- 
jected that  the  amount  of  forage  available  to  live- 
stock would  increase  in  the  long  term  to  186,092 
AUMs  from  the  present  161,311  AUMs. 
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Conclusion:  The  long-term  availability  of  forage 
for  livestock  grazing  would  be  expected  to 
increase  to  186,092  AUMs  under  the  pro- 
posed RMP.  A  total  of  880  additional  AUMs 
would  be  available  in  the  long  term  as  a  net 
result  of  management  actions  for  lands,  min- 
erals, and  forestry,  together  with  the  exclu- 
sion of  livestock  from  riparian  areas.  There- 
fore, the  total  long-term  amount  of  forage 
available  for  livestock  would  be  expected  to 
be  186,972  AUMs.  This  figure  is  16%  above 
active  preference  and  27%  above  the  5-year 
average  licensed  use  level. 

Management  actions  for  lands  and  minerals 
would  reduce  available  forage  in  the  Divide 
and  Seven  Lakes  EIS  areas  by  about  1%  over 
the  next  20  years. 


EFFECTS  ON  MINERAL 
RESOURCES 

Effects  on  Leasable  Minerals 


I 
I 


Coal 


Effects  from  Management  Actions  for  Various 
Programs 


Coal  Management  Actions.  Under  the  proposed 
RMP,  55,990  acres  containing  approximately 
411.8  million  tons  of  coal  would  be  available  for 
further  consideration  for  leasing.  The  availability 
of  this  coal  would  allow  the  BLM  to  respond  to 
demand  more  efficiently  than  at  present.  It  also 
would  improve  the  BLM's  flexibility  to  respond  to 
changes  in  demand. 


Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Actions.  Committed  mitiga- 
tions in  the  Atlantic  Rim  coal  area  would  increase 
mining  costs,  especially  in  cases  where  reclama- 
tion or  other  expenditures  would  be  required  on 
site  as  well  as  off  site.  Increased  costs  could  affect 
the  efficiency  of  coal  development  in  this  area. 


Oil  and  Gas 


Effects  from  Management  Actions  for  Various 
Programs 

Cultural  Resources/Natural  History  Actions.  The 

Como  Bluff  area  has  a  moderate  potential  for  oil 


and  gas  development.  Intensive  management  to 
mitigate  surface  disturbance  under  ACEC  desig-  -^ 
nation  could  cause  delays,  incruuou  expenses,  il 
and  discourage  exploration  and  development.      ■ 
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Lands  Management  Actions.  Disposal  of  public 
lands  could  affect  the  cost  of  mineral  develop- 
ment to  some  extent  by  creating  "split  i-.'  '  '.te." 
Over  the  next  20  years,  some  of  the  10,00u  res 
of  public  land  that  would  be  transferred  from  fed- 
eral ownership  could  be  subject  to  thest  -jffects. 
The  magnitude  of  this  situation  is  expected  to  be 
minimal  because  lands  with  known  mineral  value 
normally  would  not  be  disposed  of.  However,  it 
is  possible  that  the  BLM  could  dispose  of  lands 
containing  unknown  mineral  values  where  cur- 
rent knowledge  of  existing  minerals  is  inade- 
quate. The  minerals,  if  reserved  by  the  United 
States,  would  be  legally  available  for  develop- 
ment. It  would  then  be  necessary  for  those  want- 
ing to  develop  the  minerals  to  negotiate  with  the 
new  surface  owner  as  well  as  with  the  BLM.  This 
could  result  in  higher  development  costs. 


Oil  and  Gas  Management  Actions.  The  magnitude 
of  the  effects  of  surface  protection  and  seasonal 
stipulations  on  oil  and  gas  management  is  diffi- 
cult to  predict;  generally,  it  -.v  uld  depend  on  the 
total  acreage  and  the  size  of  the  public  land 
blocks  covered  by  restrictions.  Estimates  of  the 
acreages  affected  by  lease  stipulations  under  the 
proposed  RMP  are  listed  in  chapter  2  of  this  doc- 
ument. These  acreage  figures  are  not  additive 
because  the  areas  overlap;  however,  they  '  iicate 
that  more  acreage  would  be  affected  unuer  the 
proposed  RMP  than  under  present  management. 
The  effect  of  such  stipulations  would  be  conse- 
quential only  on  larger  blocks  of  public  lands 
where  they  could  affect  the  availability  of  oil  and 
gas  resources  by  making  exploration  and  develop- 
ment less  efficient. 

Seasonal  restrictions  would  affect  the  availabil- 
ity of  oil  and  gas  in  approximately  28%  of  the  plan- 
ning area,  the  same  amount  as  is  affected  under 
present  management.  The  potential  effects  of  sur- 
face protection  and  seasonal  stipulations  and  the 
variables  that  influence  the  magnitude  of  those 
effects  are  discussed  in  the  "Assumptions  for  Min- 
erals" section  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Actions.  Under  the  pro- 
posed RMP,  several  areas  would  be  designated 
ACECs  and  managed  to  protect  habitat  values. 
Areas  that  would  be  so  designated  are  two  raptor 
concentration  areas  (27,500  acres),  the  Jep  Can- 
yon proposed  ACEC  (13,320  acres),  and  the  Sand 
Hills  area  (8,300  acres).  In  additi'-n,  surface- 
disturbing  activities  would  be  intensively  man- 
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aged  in  the  Baggs  elk  crucial  winter  range  to  pre- 
vent loss  of  significant  elk  winter  habitat  and  in 
overlapping  big  game  crucial  winter  ranges  to 
maintain  habitat  quality.  The  resulting  more  inten- 
sive mitigation  to  protect  higher  priority 
resourceswouldinfluencedrill  pad  locations.  Lim- 
itations caused  by  more  stringent  stipulations 
could  make  the  most  efficient  field  development 
impossible.  If  federal  minerals  were  drained  by 
other  operations,  royalties  would  be  lost.  The  mit- 
igation of  the  effects  of  surface  disturbance  to 
restore  or  replace  lost  habitat  could  increase  rec- 
lamation expenses  to  the  extent  that  oil  and  gas 
development  would  be  precluded. 


Effects  on  Locatable  Minerals 

Effects  from  Management  Actions  for 
Various  Programs 

Cultural  Resources/Natural  History  Actions 

The  designation  of  a  1 ,760-acre  ACEC  at  Como 
Bluff  would  require  that  a  plan  of  operations  be 
filed  and  approved  for  any  surface-disturbing 
activities  within  the  ACEC  boundaries.  Approval 
of  a  plan  of  operations  can  take  up  to  90  days. 
Timely  and  efficient  prospecting,  exploration, 
and  development  could  be  adversely  affected 
under  an  ACEC  designation. 

Lands  Management  Actions 

A  total  of  10,000  acres  of  public  land  would  be 
transferred  from  federal  ownership  over  the  next 
20  years.  If  such  actions  resulted  in  split  estate, 
some  of  this  acreage  could  be  subject  to  problems 
similar  to  those  described  in  the  section  on  effects 
on  oil  and  gas,  above. 


be  required  for  actions  in  these  areas.  The  neces- 
sity of  filing  plans  of  operations  could  inhibit 
timely  and  efficient  development  of  locatable  min- 
erals. 

Conclusion:  Under  the  proposed  RMP,  the  BLM's 
flexibility  to  respond  to  changes  in  the 
demand  for  coal  would  be  improved  over  pre- 
sent management.  All  areas  with  develop- 
ment potential  would  be  available  for  leasing 
consideration. 

Surface  protection  restrictions  would  affect 
the  availability  of  oil  and  gas  on  more  acreage 
than  under  present  management.  Seasonal 
restrictions  would  affect  the  availability  of  oil 
and  gas  in  approximately  28%  of  the  planning 
area,  the  same  amount  as  is  affected  under 
present  management. 

Mineral  exploration  and  development  would 
be  affected  by  management  requirements  on 
49,120acresdesignatedACECs.  Mineral  loca- 
tion would  be  prohibited  on  81,489  acres  of 
existing  withdrawals  and  1,540  acres  of  new 
withdrawals. 


EFFECTS  ON  RECREATION 


Introduction 

The  objectives  for  recreation  management 
would  be  achieved  through  consolidation  of  land- 
ownership  on  lands  with  high  recreational  value, 
pursuit  of  access  to  such  acres,  and  provision  of 
additional  recreational  developments. 


Effects  from  Management  Actions 
for  Various  Programs 
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Locatable  Minerals  Actions 

Undertheproposed  RMP,  821, 507  acresof  exist- 
ing withdrawals  would  be  revoked.  A  total  of 
81 ,493  acres  of  existing  withdrawals  would  be  con- 
tinued, and  new  withdrawals  would  be  proposed 
for  1,540  more  acres.  Mineral  development  would 
not  be  permitted  on  the  withdrawn  lands;  how- 
ever, the  effect  on  the  availability  of  locatable  min- 
erals would  be  minor  because  of  the  relatively 
small  amount  of  federal  mineral  estate  that  would 
be  withdrawn  (less  than  2%). 


Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Actions 

To  protect  wildlife  values,  49,120  acres  would 
be  designated  ACECs.  Plans  of  operations  would 


Cultural  Resources/Natural  History 
Actions 

Certain  historic  sites  along  the  Overland  Trail, 
the  Cherokee  Trail,  and  the  Rawlins-Fort  Washa- 
kie Trail  would  be  stabilized.  Interpretation  of 
these  sites  would  benefit  the  recreating  public  by 
heightening  awareness  and  appreciation  of  these 
historic  trails.  Interpretation  of  the  trails  would  en- 
hance historic  area  sightseeing.  However,  legal 
public  access  to  these  trails  is  limited;  therefore, 
a  significant  increase  in  use  would  not  be  antic- 
ipated. 
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Livestock  Grazing  Management  Actions 

Improvement  of  85  miles  of  aquatic  habitat 
would  enhance  opportunities  for  fishing  in  small 
streams  and  beaver  ponds. 


Minerals  Actions 


Leasable  Minerals 

Coal.  Except  in  the  Atlantic  Rim  area,  develop- 
ment of  coal  generally  would  not  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  recreation  opportunities.  The  analysis  of 
effects  on  wildlifeforthis  alternative  indicates  that 
elk  and  mule  deer  could  be  displaced  by  develop- 
ment of  the  Atlantic  Rim  coal.  If  this  happened, 
the  quality  of  hunting  would  be  reduced  in  the 
northern  segment  of  the  Baggs  elk  herd. 

Development  of  the  Atlantic  Rim  coal  would  not 
have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  Continental  Divide 
National  Scenic  Trail.  The  coal  area  lies  west  of 
the  east  rim  of  the  Continental  Divide.  Bridger 
Pass,  where  the  divide  turns  to  the  northeast,  is 
less  than  a  mile  from  the  coal  area.  The  remaining 
length  of  the  divide  in  the  vicinity  (about  4  miles) 
is  more  than  a  mile  away.  While  draglines,  dust, 
and  smoke  might  be  visible  to  trail  users,  the 
impact  from  this  would  be  minimal,  and  these  coal 
activities  would  be  visible  for  only  a  short  dis- 
tance. 


Oil  and  Gas.  The  Wyoming  ELM  standard  mitiga- 
tion guidelines  would  protect  recreation  values  in 
existing  and  proposed  recreation  sites  and  the 
North  Platte  River  SRMA  (%  mile  on  either  side 
of  the  river).  This  would  prevent  conflicts  between 
recreationists  and  oil  and  gas  development  activ- 
ity in  these  areas  and  would  ensure  that  the  pro- 
posed sites  would  remain  intact  for  future  recre- 
ation site  construction. 


Locatabie  IVIinerals  Actions 

Locatable  minerals  actions  under  the  proposed 
RMP  would  have  both  positive  and  negative 
effects  on  recreation.  A  positive  effect  would 
resultfrom  withdrawal  of  existing  and  planned  rec- 
reation sites  from  locatable  mineral  location.  This 
would  protect  the  BLM's  investments  in  public  im- 
provements and  the  recreation  opportunities  avail- 
able. While  the  likelihood  of  mining  within  most 
of  the  recreation  sites  is  low,  withdrawing  them 
from  all  forms  of  mineral  location  is  the  only  sure 
way  of  giving  these  sites  long-term  protection 
from  mineral  development. 


None  of  the  land  adjacent  to  the  North  Platte 
River  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  location. 
Of  main  concern  are  areas  that  '  ave  high  value 
for  recreation  and  moderate  or  high  potential  for 
locatable  minerals.  Two  stretches  of  river  meet 
these  criteria— 1,550  acres  adjacent  to  Bennett 
Peak  and  795  acres  adjacent  to  Big  Creek.  Both 
stretches  are  important  for  fishing.  (The  quality 
of  the  experience  in  these  areas  is  measure'' 
only  in  the  quality  of  the  fishing,  butennqllvin  lii.' 
quality  of  the  natural  setting  in  which  the  a;  iwity 
occurs.) 

There  is  moderate  potential  for  locatable  miner- 
als along  the  North  Platte  in  the  areas  mentioned 
above.  While  there  are  no  mining  claims  in  either 
the  Bennett  Peak  area  or  the  big  Creek  area  at 
present,  there  is  no  assurance  that  interest  by  min- 
ing concerns  will  remain  low;  thus,  there  is  no 
assurance  that  the  quality  of  the  recreation  expe- 
rience will  remain  intact  in  the  long  term. 


Recreation  Management  Actions 

ORV  designations  would  provide  the  maximum 
benefit  to  ORV  users  without  unnecessarily  re- 
stricting users  or  unnecessarily  damaging  other 
resources. 

ORV  use  in  the  Sand  Hills  management  area 
would  be  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails.  Hunt- 
ers (the  primary  recreation  users)  would  be 
allowed  vehicle  access  through  the  area,  as  at  pre- 
sent. Emphasis  would  be  placed  on  mitigation  of 
impacts  and  rehabilitation  of  specific  problem 
areas  as  they  were  identified. 

The  proposed  Dune  Ponds  cooperative  man- 
agement area  is  easily  accessible.  This  allows  for 
generally  unregulated  ORV  play  on  a  relatively 
small  area  near  Rawlins,  a  major  population  cen- 
ter in  the  planning  area.  Under  the  proposed  plan, 
ORV  use  would  be  limited  to  existing  roads  and 
trails  and  to  open  sand  areas  west  of  the  Carbon 
County  Road  351 ,  and  rehabilitation  or  mitigation 
would  be  carried  out  in  specific  problem  areas. 
These  actions  would  allow  for  continued  recre- 
ational ORV  use  but  reduce  conflicts  of  that  ac- 
tivity with  fishing  and  wildlife  habitat  manage- 
ment. 

Landownership  is  mixed  in  the  West  Seminoe 
area,  a  popular  area  for  hunting  and  fishing.  Lim- 
itation of  ORV  use  to  designated  roads  and  trails 
in  that  area  would  help  to  solve  some  conflicts 
that  have  been  occurring  on  private  land,  thus 
helping  to  preserve  public  access  into  the  area. 

Consolidation  of  landownership  in  areas  iden- 
tified in  chapter  2  could  benefit  recreation 
because  it  would  reduce  the  necessity  for  recrea- 
tionists to  know  about  different  access  require- 
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merits  on  lands  under  various  ownerships.  This 
could  enhance  recreation  opportunities,  includ- 
ing those  for  hunting  and  fishing. 


Visual  Resource  Management  Actions 

Visual  resource  management  actions  under  the 
proposed  plan  would  benefit  recreation 
resources  by  maintaining  the  quality  of  the  set- 
tings of  recreation  opportunities.  Visitors  would 
be  able  to  enjoy  recreation  opportunities  in  set- 
tings essentially  unaltered  from  the  present.  VRM 
designations  would  directly  benefit  the  Continen- 
tal Divide  National  Scenic  Trail  SRMA  because 
about  50  miles  of  the  trail  falls  within  VRM  Class 
I  and  II  areas.  These  classifications  mean  that  vis- 
ual intrusions  would  be  limited  and  the  high- 
quality  visual  setting  would  be  maintained  for  trail 
users. 

Conclusion:  The  proposed  RMP  generally  would 
enhance  recreation  resources.  However, 
lands  along  the  North  Platte  River  would  not 
be  protected  from  locatable  minerals  activi- 
ties. While  the  likelihood  of  minerals  activity 
along  that  river  may  be  low,  there  would  be 
no  assurance  under  this  alternative  that  the 
quality  of  the  river's  recreation  opportunities 
would  be  maintained  in  the  long  term.  The 
quality  of  hunting  in  the  Atlantic  Rim  area 
might  be  reduced  if  big  game  populations 
declined  because  of  coal  development. 


EFFECTS  ON  SOILS, 
WATER,  AND  AIR 

Effects  from  Management  Actions 
for  Various  Programs 

Fire  Management  Actions 

Quick  suppression  of  fires  in  full  suppression 
areas  would  minimize  the  amount  of  soil  exposed 
to  wind  and  water  erosion.  If  heavy  equipment 
was  used  to  construct  fire  lines,  sol!  would  be  com- 
pacted and  vegetation,  including  root  material, 
would  be  removed.  Fire  lines  could  act  as  chan- 
nels for  surface  water  flow,  causing  gully  erosion. 
Overall,  the  effect  of  reducing  the  acreage 
exposed  to  wind  and  water  erosion  probably 
would  outweigh  the  effect  of  increased  gully  ero- 
sion along  fire  lines. 

Impacts  in  areas  of  "full  suppression  with  man- 
agement options"  would  be  similar  to  those  in  full 


suppression  areas,  but  the  use  of  heavy  equip- 
ment to  construct  fire  lines  would  be  more  con- 
trolled, so  that  the  effect  of  increased  gully  ero- 
sion along  fire  lines  would  be  less  than  under  full 
suppression. 

Limited  suppression  could  result  in  the  expo- 
sure of  large  amounts  of  soil  to  wind  and  water 
erosion  if  a  fire  burned  a  large  acreage.  However, 
the  effect  of  increased  wind  and  water  erosion 
from  limited  fire  suppression  is  not  likely  because 
most  of  the  limited  suppression  areas  have  low 
vegetative  production  with  little  fuel  to  carry  a 
large  fire. 

The  overall  effects  on  soils,  water,  and  air  from 
fire  suppression  zone  designation  would  be 
expected  to  be  minor. 

Forestry  Actions 

Under  the  proposed  RMP,  19,159  acres  (17%  of 
the  forestlands)  would  be  intensively  managed  for 
forest  products.  Timber  harvest  would  cause  sur- 
face disturbance  in  intensively  managed  areas. 
The  potential  for  short-term  acceleration  of  ero- 
sion, local  degradation  of  air  quality,  and  degra- 
dation of  water  quality  above  acceptable  levels  is 
high,  but  proper  timber  harvest  techniques  would 
be  expected  to  keep  these  effects  to  a  minimum. 

In  the  long  term,  forest  management  actions 
would  improve  the  health  and  vigor  of  the  forest, 
reducing  the  chance  of  widespread  loss  of  forest 
vegetation  through  insects,  disease,  and  fire. 
Because  good  vegetative  cover  would  be 
ensured,  accelerated  erosion  would  be  reduced 
and  water  quality  would  be  maintained  or  im- 
proved in  the  long  term. 

Precommercial  thinning  would  total  about  900 
to  1,150  acres  in  the  next  20  years.  In  addition, 
about  500  acres  of  nonproductive  stagnated 
stands  would  be  removed  and  replaced  with  new, 
vigorous  trees.  This  would  have  minimal  short- 
term  effects  on  soils,  water,  and  air  resources 
because  the  methods  employed  would  cause  little 
surface  disturbance.  Long-term  benefits  would 
result  from  this  action,  as  described  above. 

Removal  of  trees  would  have  the  effect  of  pro- 
ducing additional  runoff.  This  is  because  trees 
transpire  large  quantities  of  water,  and  clearcut 
and  thinned  areas  tend  to  accumulate  more  snow 
than  densely  forested  areas  (USDA,  FS 1985).  The 
additional  runoff  would  not  be  expected  to  cause 
the  effects  of  downcutting  and  gullying  because 
a  relatively  small  area  would  be  cut  at  any  one 
time  and  because  of  mitigative  measures  used  in 
the  design  of  forest  management  activities. 

Restricted  harvest  on  6,707  acres  (6%  of  the  for- 
estlands) would  have  minimal  effects  becaus" 
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proper  timber  harvest  techniques  would  be  used 
to  limit  erosion  and  degradation  of  water  and  air 
quality. 

Timber  harvesting  would  be  prohibited  on  309 
acres  (less  than  1%  of  the  forestiands).  In  the 
short  term,  this  would  prevent  potential  acceler- 
ated erosion,  local  degradation  of  air  quality,  and 
degradation  of  water  quality.  However,  over  the 
long  term,  the  health  and  vigor  of  the  forest  on 
these  acres  would  decline,  increasing  the  chance 
of  loss  of  commercial  forest  vegetation  through 
insects,  disease,  and  fires.  Such  a  loss  of  vegeta- 
tive cover  would  increase  erosion  and  degrade 
water  quality.  The  effect  of  insect  and  disease 
losses  would  be  expected  to  be  minimal  because 
vegetation  loss  would  be  gradual  over  time,  and 
understory  vegetation  would  replace  lost  vegeta- 
tion. 

Forests  would  be  managed  to  enhance  other 
uses  on  85,228  acres,  or  77%  of  the  forestiands 
in  the  planning  area.  The  minimal  harvest  in  these 
areas  would  be  designed  with  protection  of  soil, 
water,  and  air  resources  as  a  primary  goal. 
Impacts  from  surface  disturbance  related  to 
forest  management  would  be  minimal. 


Lands  Management  Actions 

installation  of  utility  systems  and  other  facilities 
would  cause  short-term  effects  on  soils,  water, 
and  air  until  the  disturbed  area  had  been  re- 
claimed. The  major  effects  would  be  increased 
wind  and  water  erosion,  potentially  increased  sed- 
imentation during  construction,  and  increased 
dust  particulates  in  the  air  during  construction. 

Long-term  effects  would  be  associated  with 
access  routes  to  utility  and  transportation  facili- 
ties. Travel  on  unpaved  roads  would  add  particu- 
lates to  the  air.  This  effect  would  be  localized  and 
would  not  violate  ambient  air  quality  standards. 
Increased  erosion  and  sedimentation  would 
occur  from  compaction,  destruction  of  vegetative 
cover,  and  channelization  of  surface  runoff  in  ruts 
and  road  ditches. 


Livestock  Grazing  Management  Actions 

Livestock  grazing  management  would  be 
designed  to  enhance  grazing  while  balancing  eco- 
nomic use  and  management  to  enhance  wildlife 
habitat,  watershed,  and  riparian  values.  The  devel- 
opment of  planned  range  improvements  and  new 
AMPs  on  "I"  allotments  would  benefit  soil,  water, 
and  air  resources  by  reducing  accelerated  ero- 
sion and  degradation  of  water  quality  in  "I"  allot- 
ments. 


Ecological  condition  would  not  improve  in 
other  allotments  with  a  downward  trend.  Vegeta- 
tive cover  generally  would  be  decreased  as  con- 
dition continued  to  decline.  This  would  lead  to 
reduced  water  quality  and  increased  ratjs  of 
accelerated  erosion  until  livestock  management 
practices  in  these  allotments  could  be  niodified. 

Planned  range  improvements  .vould  be 
designed  with  full  consideration  of  soil,  water, 
and  air  resources.  These  improvements  could 
reduce  accelerated  soil  erosion  i  enhance 
water  quality  by  controlling  stream  flows,  making 
them  less  erosive  and  protecting  streamside  vege- 
tation. This  would  maintain  soil  productivity  and 
water  quality. 

Livestock  would  be  temporarily  excluded  from 
67  acres  of  riparian  areas  until  conditions 
improved  sufficiently  to  allow  limited  seasonal 
grazing.  In  addition,  1,658  more  acres  of  ripaiian 
areas  would  be  improved  through  grazing  sys- 
tems, and  fencing  of  reservoirs  would  improve  56 
acres.  Vegetative  cover  should  increase  in  some 
of  these  areas  where  accelerated  erosion  is  not 
too  far  advanced,  albeit  more  slowly  than  if  graz- 
ing were  excluded  for  a  period  of  time.  In  the  long 
term,  this  would  lead  to  decreased  rates  of  accel- 
erated erosion,  which  would  enhance  water  qual- 
ity by  reducing  salt  and  sediment  loading. 

Any  changes  in  kind  of  livestock  from  sheep  to 
cattle  would  be  accompanied  by  appropriate  man- 
agement actions  to  maintain  or  improve  riparian 
conditions.  This  would  improve  stream  bank  sta- 
bility, thereby  reducing  stream  bank  erosion  and 
improving  water  quality. 


Minerals  Actions 


Leasable  Minerals 


Coal.  Under  the  proposed  RMP,  55,990  acres 
would  be  available  for  further  consideration  for 
coal  leasing.  However,  it  is  projected  that  about 
4,000  acres  would  be  disturbed  over  the  next  20 
years  regardless  of  the  amount  available. 

Of  the  total  acreage  available,  49.650  acres  have 
potential  for  surface  or  subsurface  coal  mining. 
Surface  disturbance  from  surface  coal  mining  has 
a  higher  potential  to  cause  unacceptable  rates  of 
accelerated  erosion  on  specific  sites  than  any 
other  anticipated  coal  mining  activity  because  of 
the  magnitude  of  vegetation  removal,  soil  disturb- 
ance, and  soil  compaction. 

Coal  mining  has  a  high  potential  to  affect  water 
and  air  quality  through  sedimentation  from  ero- 
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sion,  disruption  of  aquifers,  use  of  hieavy  equip- 
ment, and  introduction  of  dust  particles  into  tine 
air.  The  magnitude  of  effects  depends  on  many 
factors,  including  the  size  of  the  area  disturbed, 
the  erodibility  of  soils  disturbed,  the  steepness  of 
the  terrain,  and  the  precipitation  patterns  in  the 
area.  Reclamation  and  proper  mining  techniques 
should  offset  these  effects. 

The  potential  for  unacceptable  impacts  for 
soils,  water,  and  air  resources  is  greatest  for  the 
3,650  acres  that  would  be  available  on  Atlantic 
Rim.  That  area  includes  Jep  Canyon,  Snowshoe 
Canyon,  and  Hay  Gulch.  Steeper  slopes  in  those 
drainages  tend  to  accumulate  snow,  providing 
moisture  for  the  heavier  vegetative  cover  found 
there.  If  these  drainages  were  mined,  the  vegeta- 
tive cover  and  existing  contours  would  be  difficult 
to  replace.  It  is  unlikely  that  predisturbance  vege- 
tation could  be  replaced  because  topographic 
and  microclimatic  conditions  required  to  produce 
this  vegetative  community  would  be  eliminated. 
Because  of  the  potential  effects  in  these  areas, 
aspen  patches  in  the  major  drainages  would  be 
protected  from  disturbance  by  mining  or  related 
support  facilities  (see  the  Coal  appendix  to  this 
document).  However,  regardless  of  whether  the 
drainages  were  mined,  harsh  climatic  conditions 
in  the  form  of  high  winds  and  cold  temperatures, 
along  with  shallow  soils,  would  make  reclamation 
difficult  in  the  Atlantic  Rim  area. 

A  total  of  6,340  acres  could  be  considered  only 
for  in  situ  coal  development,  which  affects  soils, 
water,  and  air  less  than  surface  mining.  Surface 
disturbance  from  in  situ  development  would  be 
less  than  that  from  surface  mining;  roads,  drill 
pads,  surface  facilities,  and  pipelines  would  cause 
most  of  the  disturbance.  Most  impacts  from  in  situ 
coal  development  should  be  mitigated  through 
reclamation  because  the  duration  of  activity  for 
this  type  of  development  is  shorter  than  in  other 
methods,  and  less  surface  is  disturbed. 

Impacts  from  subsurface  and  surface  coal  min- 
ing, in  which  the  duration  of  activity  is  longer  and 
disturbance  is  more  drastic  than  in  in  situ  mining, 
should  be  mitigated  somewhat  by  reclamation  in 
the  short  term.  In  the  long  term,  these  impacts 
should  be  mitigated  by  reclamation  after  activities 
ended  and  vegetation  communities  became  more 
established. 


Oil  and  Gas.  Surface  disturbance  from  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  would  be  restricted 
in  certain  areas,  including  steep  slopes,  riparian 
areas,  perennial  surface  water,  historic  trails, 
VRM  Class  I  and  II  areas,  recreation  sites,  sage 
grouse  leks,  and  high  priority  wildlife  habitat.  Esti- 
mates of  the  acreages  affected  by  these  restric- 


tions under  the  proposed  RMP  are  listed  in  chap- 
ter 2.  These  acreage  figures  are  not  additive  be- 
cause the  areas  overlap;  however,  they  indicate 
that  more  acreage  would  be  affected  under  the 
proposed  RMP  than  under  present  management. 
Surface  disturbance  from  oil  and  gas  exploration 
and  development  would  be  restricted  seasonally 
on  1 .4  million  acres.  Surface  disturbance  on  these 
areas  would  be  mitigated  through  application  of 
the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation  guide- 
lines. This  should  maintain  water  and  air  quality 
and  prevent  unacceptable  rates  of  accelerated 
erosion  in  these  areas. 


Locatable  Minerals 

Approximately  83,029  acres  would  be  with- 
drawn from  locatable  mineral  activities  under  the 
proposed  RMP.  This  total  includes  81,489  acres 
of  existing  withdrawals  and  1,540  acres  of  new 
withdrawals.  Locatable  minerals  exploration  and 
development  involves  the  use  of  vehicles  and 
heavy  equipment,  which  can  cause  compaction 
and  physical  disturbance  of  soils  and  removal  of 
vegetation.  Withdrawal  would  prevent  potential 
accelerated  erosion  and  degradation  of  water  and 
air  quality  that  could  result  from  these  activities, 
but  on  much  less  acreage  than  under  present  man- 
agement. 

A  total  of  50,880  acres  would  be  designated 
ACECs  in  this  alternative,  and  plans  of  operations 
would  be  required  for  all  but  casual  use  on  mining 
claims.  This  would  provide  for  mitigation  of 
effects  on  soils,  water,  and  air  quality  from  devel- 
opment of  locatable  minerals  in  the  ACECs. 


Recreation  Management  Actions 

Areas  designated  for  limited  ORV  use  would 
confine  to  existing  roads  and  trails  such  effects 
as  compaction,  soil  displacement,  and  runoff 
channelization  caused  b/  wheeled  vehicles. 

in  the  proposed  Dune  Ponds  Cooperative  Man- 
agement Area,  continued  ORV  use  would  con- 
tinue to  affect  soil,  water,  and  air  resources.  ORV 
use  would  prevent  revegetation  of  the  sand 
dunes.  Shifting  sands  would  continue  to  bury 
downwind  vegetation;  thus,  vegetation  would  be 
destroyed  both  on  site  and  off  site,  increasing  the 
amount  of  bare  soil,  reducing  soil  productivity, 
and  increasing  the  area  exposed  to  wind  erosion. 
A  riparian  area  downwind  ofthe  area  might  be  bur- 
ied in  the  long  term.  These  effects  would  be  great 
in  and  adjacent  to  the  Dune  Ponds  ORV  area,  but 
they  would  not  be  consequential  in  the  context  of 
the  planning  area  as  a  whole  because  of  the  small 
size  of  the  area  involved. 
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Soils,  VJater,  and  Afr  Actions 

Management  actions  for  soils,  water,  and  air  in 
the  Muddy  Creek,  Sage  Creek,  and  Second  and 
Third  Sand  creeks  watersheds  would  minimize 
potential  soil  compaction,  vegetative  cover 
removal,  sedimentation  of  streams,  degradation 
of  air  quality,  erosion,  and  contamination  of 
groundwater  from  surface-disturbing  activities. 
These  actions  also  would  help  to  ensure  that  ef- 
fects would  be  tolerable  in  the  critical  watersheds 
and  that  soil,  water,  and  air  objectives  would  be 
met.  Standard  management  practices  would  con- 
tinue to  meet  soil,  water,  and  air  objectives  out- 
side of  the  critical  watersheds. 


Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Actions 

Management  actions  for  wildlife  would  protect 
riparian  areas,  improve  vegetative  cover,  and 
reduce  surface  disturbance  on  more  acreage  than 
under  present  management.  This  would  benefit 
soil,  water,  and  air  resources  by  restricting  sur- 
face disturbance  and  reducing  the  potential  for 
resulting  accelerated  soil  erosion. 

Conclusion:  Intensive  forest  management  on 
19,159  acres  (17%  of  the  forestlands)  would 
lead  to  acceleration  of  soil  erosion,  local  deg- 
radation of  air  quality,  and  degradation  of 
water  quality,  but  proper  timber  harvest  tech- 
niques would  keep  these  effects  to  a  min- 
imum. In  the  long  term,  forest  management 
would  help  to  ensure  good  vegetative  cover, 
which  would  reduce  accelerated  erosion  and 
improve  water  quality. 

Restricted  harvest  on  6,707  acres  (6%  of  the 
forestlands)  would  have  minimal  effects.  On 
309  acres  (less  than  1%  of  the  forestlands) 
where  harvesting  would  be  prohibited,  the 
decline  in  health  and  vigor  of  the  forest  could 
increase  erosion  and  degrade  water  quality 
in  the  long  term  if  wildfire  occurred. 

Installation  of  utility  and  transportation  sys- 
tems and  other  facilities  would  lead  to 
increases  in  soil  erosion,  sedimentation  (dur- 
ing construction),  and  dust  particulates  in  the 
air. 

Improvement  in  trend  and  vegetative  cover  in 
"I"  category  allotments  would  lead  to 
decreased  rates  of  accelerated  erosion.  A 
reduction  in  accelerated  erosion  would 
enhance  water  quality  by  reducing  salt  and 
sediment  loading.  In  other  allotments  with  a 
downward  trend,  vegetation  condition  would 
not  improve,  and  this  would  lead  to  increased 
rates  of  accelerated  erosion  and  reduced 
water  quality. 


through  grazinci  management  actions  would 
increase  vegetative  cover  and  decrease  rates 
of  accelerated  erosion.  The  improvement  in 
riparian  vegetation  could  occur  somewhat 
slowly  because  of  continued  grazing  during 
the  improvement  period.  In  the  long  teim,  le- 
ductions  in  salt  and  sediment  loading  would 
enhance  water  quality. 

Changes  in  kind  of  livestock  from  sheep  to 
cattle  would  be  accompanied  by  manage- 
ment actions  to  improve  riparian  condition. 
These  actions  would  improve  stream  bank 
stability,  reduce  stream  bank  erosion,  and 
improve  water  quality. 

Under  the  proposed  RMP,  55,990  acres 
would  be  available  for  further  consideration 
for  coal  leasing.  In  the  long  term,  reclamation 
and  proper  mining  techniques  should  offset 
effects  caused  by  coal  mining. 

The  potential  for  unacceptable  impacts  on 
soils,  water,  and  air  resources  from  coal  min- 
ing is  greatest  for  the  3,650  acres  that  would 
be  available  on  Atlantic  Rim.  Aspen  patches 
in  the  major  drainages  would  be  protected 
from  disturbance  by  mining  or  related  sup- 
port facilities,  but  reclamation  in  the  Atlantic 
Rim  area  would  be  difficult  because  the  soils 
are  shallow  and  the  area  is  subject  to  •''igh 
winds  and  cold  temperatures. 

Water  and  air  quality  would  be  maintained 
and  unacceptable  rates  of  accelerated  ero- 
sion would  be  prevented  in  areas  protected 
by  surface  disturbance  restrictions  and  by 
seasonal  restrictions  on  oil  and  gas  explora- 
tion and  development  (1.4  million  acres). 

Withdrawal  of  83,029  acres  (81,489  acres  of 
existing  withdrawals  and  1,540  acres  of  new 
withdrawals)  from  locatable  minerals  activi- 
ties would  prevent  accelerated  erosion  and 
degradation  of  water  and  air  quality  from 
these  activities.  Soils  and  water  would  be  pro- 
tected and  air  quality  maintained  on  •  "80 
acres  of  proposed  ACECs  because  plans  of 
operations  would  be  required  for  all  mining 
activity  but  casual  use. 

In  the  Muddy  Creek,  Sage  Creek,  and  Second 
and  Third  Sand  creeks  watersheds,  manage- 
ment actions  for  soils,  water,  and  air 
resources  would  minimize  potential  soil  com- 
paction, removal  of  vegetative  cover,  sedi- 
mentation of  streams,  degradation  of  airqual- 
ity,  accelerated  erosion,  and  contamination 
of  groundwater. 

Surface  disturbance  would  be  restricted  and 
the  potential  for  accelerated  soil  erosion 
would  be  reduced  under  the  proposed  plan 
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by  management  actions  for  wildlife  that  are 
designed  to  protect  riparian  areas,  improve  vege- 
tative cover,  and  reduce  surface  disturbance. 


EFFECTS  ON  VEGETATION 


Rangeland  Vegetation 

As  discussed  under  "Assumptions  for  Vegeta- 
tion" in  the  draft  document,  management  actions 
for  livestock  grazing  and  wildlife  are  the  only 
actions  that  would  have  a  material  effect  on  the 
condition  and  trend  of  rangeland  vegetation. 

Under  the  proposed  RiMP,  the  vegetative 
resource  would  be  managed  to  enhance  livestock 
grazing  while  a  balance  would  be  maintained 
between  commercial  interests  and  management 
for  the  enhancement  of  wildlife  habitat,  wa- 
tershed, and  riparian  vegetation.  Vegetation  con- 
dition would  be  improved  on  "I"  category  allot- 
ments through  intensive  grazing  management. 
New  AMPs  would  be  developed  and  projects 
implemented  in  support  of  those  AMPs. 

The  proposed  RMP  would  result  in  an  overall 
improvement  of  5.2%  in  ecological  condition  in 
the  Medicine  Bow  grazing  EiS  area  in  the  long 
term.  Changes  in  long-term  condition  and  trend 
would  be  brought  about  by  both  short-term  and 
long-term  management  actions.  Projected  long- 
term  improvements  in  ecological  condition  and 
vegetation  trend  that  would  result  from  the  man- 
agement actions  for  the  grazing  EIS  area  are  dis- 
cussed below  and  are  shown  by  allotment  in  table 
LVGR-AP-6  in  the  Livestock  Grazing  appendix  to 
the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

Existing  trend  would  continue  in  "M"  and  "C" 
categoryallotments.Thereare  management  prob- 
lems that  are  considered  insignificant  on  an  allot- 
ment basis  within  the  "C"  allotments.  These 
should  be  monitored;  however,  they  are  not 
addressed  in  this  narrative.  They  could  be  treated 
individually  as  opportunities  arise.  In  the  short 
and  long  terms,  there  would  not  be  any  great 
changes  in  the  vegetation  resource  as  compared 
to  the  existing  situation. 

Current  levels  of  livestock  grazing  use  would  be 
continued  until  monitoring  data  could  be  col- 
lected. This  would  mean  that  management 
actions  on  "I"  allotments  would  be  deferred  in  the 
short  term.  In  areas  where  the  present  manage- 
ment is  considered  unacceptable,  problems  such 
as  improper  distribution  of  livestock  would  con- 
tinue. During  the  short  term,  while  monitoring 
was  being  initiated,  the  vegetative  vigor,  vegeta- 
tive production,  seed  production,  and  seedling 


establishment  would  continue  in  the  present 
trend.  Areas  with  declining  trend  would  continue 
a  downward  trend,  while  areas  with  static  or 
upward  trend  would  continue  in  their  respective 
directions.  Ecological  condition  in  areas  with  a 
downward  trend  would  be  stabilized  in  the  long 
term  from  adjustments  in  livestock  grazing  use 
that  could  be  made  after  monitoring.  These  adjust- 
ments would  achieve  sustained-yield  utilization 
levels. 

Management  actions  that  wc.-l  be  imple- 
mented before  collection  of  monitoring  data 
could  include  allotment  boundary  fences,  devel- 
opment of  additional  water  sources,  or  prescribed 
burns  or  sprays.  These  actions  all  could  be  devel- 
oped before  and  during  monitoring  in  the  hope 
that  declining  trends  could  be  reversed  or  that 
stagnant,  decadentvegetative communities  could 
be  improved. 

Grazing  systems  or  AMPs  would  be  developed 
for  intensive  management  of  13,140  acres  of  cru- 
cial winter  range  for  big  game  to  improve  habitat 
condition.  This  would  result  in  a  slow  improve- 
ment in  ecological  condition  in  thr  ^e  areas  in  the 
long  term. 

Ecological  condition  would  be  improved  in  the 
long  term  in  some  allotments  through  implemen- 
tation of  55  AMPs  and  construction  of  projects  in 
support  of  the  AMPs.  These  actions  would  allow 
most  plants  to  complete  growth  cycles  and 
increase  carbohydrate  reserves,  thus  benefiting 
ecological  condition  and  vegetation  trend.  The 
condition  of  all  riparian  vegetation  in  the  "I"  cate- 
gory allotments  would  be  expected  to  improve  as 
a  result  of  these  AMPs. 

One  of  the  main  objectives  of  implementing 
AMPs  is  to  increase  available  forage  while  improv- 
ing vegetation  condition  and  trend.  Condition 
would  be  enhanced  by  improvement  of  ground 
cover,  species  composition,  plant  vigor,  and  den- 
sity (Stoddart  and  Smith  1955).  The  rate  of 
change  in  condition  would  vary  depending  upon 
site  potential,  present  vegetation  condition,  pre- 
sent cover,  natural  seed  sources,  extent  of  range 
improvements,  and  climatic  conditions  (Stoddart 
and  Smith  1955). 

The  physiological  needs  of  management  spe- 
cies would  be  met  through  implementation  of  the 
proposed  AMPs  and  rangeland  projects.  The  past 
practice  of  season-long  grazing  would  be  elimi- 
nated as  grazing  systems  were  implemented.  Rest- 
rotation  systems  would  promote  vigor  and  seed- 
ling success  of  forage  species  by  rest  and 
deferment,  promote  seed  planting  of  forage  spe- 
cies by  the  mechanical  action  of  animal  move- 
ment following  deferment,  reduce  ill  effects  of 
repeated  overuse  of  preferred  areas  that  com- 
monly   occur    with    continuous    grazing,    and 
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increase  animal  productivity  as  a  consequence  of 
increasing  vegetation  productivity  (Hanley  1979). 

Water  developments  and  fencing  would 
improve  the  distribution  of  livestock.  Proper  dis- 
tribution of  livestock  is  essential  to  effective  use 
of  the  range  (Cook  1967).  As  discussed  above,  uni- 
form utilization  of  the  range  and  rest  during  crit- 
ical periods  of  growth  can  reduce  the  ill  effects 
on  forage  plants  from  overgrazing  and  continu- 
ous season-long  grazing.  Improved  livestock  dis- 
tribution would  benefit  ecological  condition  and 
vegetation  trend. 

The  BLM  would  practice  vegetation  manipula- 
tion on  58,308  acres  in  the  Medicine  Bow  grazing 
EIS  area  to  obtain  a  desirable  vegetation  compo- 
sition or  to  correct  a  range  suitability  problem 
such  as  lack  of  production.  Vegetation  manipula- 
tion could  be  conducted  by  burning  or  spraying, 
possibly  followed  by  seeding.  Most  of  the  manip- 
ulation (95%)  would  involve  eradication  of  sage- 
brush within  the  sagebrush  vegetation  type.  The 
majority  of  the  sagebrush  control  in  the  past  85 
years  has  been  by  burning  and  spraying.  Shrubs 
that  do  not  sprout  from  the  root,  such  as  big  sage- 
brush, sometimes  can  be  completely  eradicated 
by  a  single  fire  when  there  is  adequate  ground  fuel 
or  dry  grass  to  carry  the  fire. 

The  response  of  the  herbaceous  vegetation 
after  a  fire  depends  on  the  type  of  herbaceous 
vegetation  present  before  the  fire,  the  intensity  or 
temperature  of  the  fire  at  ground  level,  the  season 
of  burning,  and  the  phenological  stage  of  growth 
at  the  time  of  burning.  Significant  increases  in  the 
production  of  the  herbaceous  species  have  been 
observed  following  wildfires  within  the  grazing 
EIS  area.  Even  though  there  have  been  no  studies 
in  the  planning  area  to  quantify  the  amount  of 
increase  of  herbaceous  species,  estimates  of  75% 
to  100%  would  be  considered  realistic. 

Results  of  previous  sagebrush  eradication  by 
spraying  in  the  planning  area  have  indicated  up 
to  85%  removal  of  big  sagebrush,  accompanied 
by  an  increase  in  the  production  of  the  herba- 
ceous species.  Increases  in  production  of  the  her- 
baceous species  can  be  attributed  to  the  opening 
of  the  canopy  and  the  availability  of  increased 
moisture  (Stoddart,  Smith,  and  Box  1975). 

The  increased  production  in  the  areas  treated 
by  vegetation  manipulation  would  allow 
increased  use  by  grazing  animals.  This  would 
allow  other  heavily  utilized  areas  to  rest.  Thus,  the 
benefits  to  the  vegetative  community  as  a  whole 
from  vegetation  manipulation  would  be  derived 
mainly  from  reduced  utilization  levels  on 
untreated  areas. 

Approximately  11,500  acres  of  degraded  sites 
would  be  seeded  under  the  proposed  RMP.  This 


action  would  establish  desirable  vegetation, 
which  would  lead  to  increased  vegetative  produc- 
tion and  increased  grazing  capacities.  It  also 
would  protect  the  soil  from  erosion  and  increi.  •  :- 
ground  cover.  Seedings,  once  established  and 
used  in  conjunction  with  grazing  systems,  would 
provide  the  additional  benefit  of  taking  some  of 
the  grazing  pressure  off  other  highly  productive 
native  ranges. 


Riparian  Vegetation 

A  plan  to  protect  and  improve  streams  and  crit- 
ical riparian  areas  through  fencing  would  in-prove 
the  vegetation  by  increasing  productivity,  vigor, 
and  seed  production  in  the  short  and  long  terms. 
Approximately  67  acres  of  riparian  vegetation 
would  be  improved  by  exclusion  of  livestock  graz- 
ing. In  addition,  1,658moreacresof  riparian  vege- 
tation would  be  improved  through  the  AMP  pro- 
cess discussed  above.  Intensive  management 
would  increase  the  number  of  woody  plants, 
improve  stream  bank  condition,  and  increase  the 
overall  productivity  of  these  sites. 

Studies  by  Dahlem  (1979)  and  Duff  (1979)  have 
shown  that  exclusion  of  livestock  from  riparian 
areas  can  result  in  noticeable  improvement  in 
riparian  vegetation  in  a  short  time.  As  little  as 
three  to  five  years  of  exclusion  may  be  all  t'\  t  is 
necessary  for  woody  vegetation  to  reach  heights 
that  would  adequately  protect  it  from  grazing  and 
provide  adequate  stream  bank  cover  and  protec- 
tion. These  subirrigated  sites  would  respond  rap- 
idly because.of  the  large  amount  of  moisture  avail- 
able. Once  these  areas  improved,  infrequent 
livestock  grazing  might  be  allowed  as  long  as  the 
riparian  areas  remained  in  good  condition. 

In  the  1,658  acres  to  be  improved  through  the 
AMP  process,  some  rest  from  grazing  would  be 
provided  through  the  use  of  grazing  systems,  sea- 
sonal use  restrictions,  and  herding  and  through 
the  development  of  alternate  watering  sources  for 
livestock.  This  would  increase  plant  production, 
vigor,  and  seed  production  in  the  long  term.  On 
some  riparian  areas,  livestock  might  need  to  be 
excluded  for  several  years  to  allow  regeneration 
of  the  woody  vegetative  species  (willows  and  cot- 
tonwoods).  This  action  probably  would  be  imple- 
mented only  after  other  management  practices 
had  proved  unacceptable.  This  could  delay  the 
improvement  of  some  areas. 

Existing  riparian  vegetation  would  be  improved 
and  new  riparian  vegetation  could  be  created  by 
the  construction  of  reservoir  fences  to  exclude 
livestock  and  piping  of  water  to  a  trough  outside 
the  fence.  Approximately  56  acres  surrounding 
existing   reservoirs  could   be  improved   in   this 
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Environmental  Consequences 


manner.  The  actual  percentage  of  this  area  that 
would  support  riparian  vegetation  would  depend 
on  the  fluctuation  in  water  level  in  the  reservoirs 
and  on  the  characteristics  of  the  soils  and  vege- 
tation at  each  reservoir  site.  Any  increase  in  ripar- 
ian vegetation  or  improvement  in  existing  riparian 
vegetation  would  benefit  the  vegetation  resource. 


Adverse  effects  on  rare  plants  would  not  be 
expected  to  occur  under  the  proposed  plan. 


EFFECTS  ON  VISUAL 
RESOURCES 


Rare  Plants 

No  effects  on  Gibben's  beardtongue  would  be 
expected  under  the  proposed  plan  because  the 
known  population  is  fenced  and  a  trend  study  is 
in  place.  The  proposed  withdrawal  would  ensure 
that  the  area  would  not  be  disturbed  by  explora- 
tion and  development  of  locatable  minerals. 

No  effects  on  the  population  of  persistent  sepal 
yellowcress  would  be  expected  because  of  the 
BLM's  efforts  to  coordinate  with  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  in  monitoring  the  population.  The 
BLM  also  would  coordinate  with  county  weed  and 
pest  control  districts  on  weed  control  proposals. 

The  Muddy  Gap  cushion  plant  community 
could  possibly  be  affected  by  surface  disturbance 
from  ORV  use,  but  the  effect  would  not  be  likely 
to  occur.  The  area  could  be  disturbed  by  explo- 
ration and  development  of  limestone  deposits, 
but  such  disturbance  is  not  considered  likely 
since  no  claims  have  been  filed  on  the  area.  The 
plant  community  would  be  monitored  and  addi- 
tional protective  measures  would  be  taken  if  mon- 
itoring indicated  a  need.  This  would  help  to 
ensure  continued  protection  of  the  community. 


Overall  Effects 

Conclusion:  Underthe  proposed  RMP,  ecological 
condition  and  vegetation  trend  would  be 
expected  to  improve  over  the  grazing  EIS 
area  as  a  whole.  The  improvement  in  ecolog- 
ical condition  over  the  grazing  EIS  area 
would  be  5.2%. 

A  total  of  1,781  acres  of  riparian  vegetation 
would  improve  slowly  over  the  long  term 
through  intensive  management  practices 
under  this  alternative.  This  is  46%  of  approx- 
imately 3,911  acres  of  riparian  vegetation  in 
the  fvledicine  Bow  grazing  EIS  area. 


The  goal  of  visual  resource  management  under 
the  proposed  RMP  would  be  to  minimize  adverse 
effects  on  visual  resources  while  maintaining  the 
effectiveness  of  land-use  allocations. 

Surface  disturbance  from  oil  and  gas  activities 
would  be  restricted  on  194,000  acres  of  VRM 
Class  I  and  II  areas.  These  are  areas  with  high  sce- 
nic values  upon  which  development  activity  could 
have  the  most  adverse  impacts.  Limitations  on  sur- 
face disturbance  would  help  to  preserve  visual 
quality. 

Development  of  the  Hanna  Basin  coal  area 
would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  visual 
resources.  The  effects  would  occur  specifically 
along  the  west  side,  where  the  area  abuts  the 
North  Platte  arm  of  Seminoe  Reservoir.  This  is 
part  of  a  VRM  Class  1 1  area  and  also  a  popular  fish- 
ing area.  While  coal  development  would  not  affect 
fishing,  the  visual  quality  of  the  area  would  be  re- 
duced if  the  leases  were  developed  down  to  the 
reservoir. 


EFFECTS  ON  WILDLIFE 
AND  FISHERIES 


Introduction 

The  goal  of  the  wildlife  and  fisheries  program 
under  the  proposed  RMP  would  be  to  continue 
present  management  actions  under  modified  man- 
agement plans.  These  plans  would  emphasize 
maintaining  or  improving  wildlife  habitat  values 
and,  where  necessary,  restricting  conflicting  activ- 
ities that  would  jeopardize  important  habitat 
values  or  disturb  species  during  critical  periods. 
Typical  impacts  on  wildlife  from  various  types  of 
activities  are  described  in  the  Wildlife  appendix  to 
the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
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Effects  from  Management  Actions 
for  Various  Programs 

Forestry  Actions 

The  level  of  harvest  would  be  increased  to  2,000 
acres  perdecadeunderthe proposed  RMP.  Short- 
term  losses  of  big  game  habitat  due  to  physical 
disturbance  and  human  activity  would  be  greater 
than  under  present  management.  This  is  because 
of  the  increase  in  human  activity  associated  with 
roads  at  the  proposed  harvest  level.  The  long- 
term  effect  on  big  game  could  be  minimal  if  har- 
vests were  properly  planned  and  executed. 

Timber  sale  layout  and  timing  would  largely 
determine  the  degree  of  effects  on  elk  habitat. 
Summer,  fall,  and  calving  ranges  could  be  greatly 
affected  in  localized  areas  for  a  limited  time,  or 
the  effects  could  be  spread  over  a  larger  area  on 
a  continuing  basis.  For  example,  over  the  next  ten 
years  about  600  acres  would  be  harvested  on  Shir- 
ley Mountain.  Under  one  possible  "scenario," 
these  harvest  areas  could  be  concentrated  in  one 
portion  of  the  mountain  over  a  period  of  one  or 
two  years.  Loss  of  security  and  calving  cover  and 
displacement  of  ell<  to  other  portions  of  the  hab- 
itat would  be  great  in  the  area  of  the  harvest  in 
the  short  term.  Security  cover  would  be  affected 
in  the  harvest  area  for  10  to  20  years.  As  the  har- 
vested areas  regenerated  and  harvest  activity 
moved  to  different  portions  of  the  mountain,  the 
habitat  quality  would  return  to  preharvest  levels. 
The  area  affected  would  move  to  different  areas 
over  the  long  term. 

Under  another  possible  harvest  pattern,  harvest 
areas  would  be  small  and  spread  more  evenly  over 
the  mountain  during  the  ten-year  period. 
Although  there  would  be  fewer  localized  effects 
from  any  one  harvest  area,  the  effects  would  be 
spread  over  a  larger  area  and  would  be  continu- 
ing. Harvested  areas  would  regenerate,  but  hab- 
itat quality  would  not  return  to  preharvest  levels 
because  of  the  continuing  influence  of  harvests 
nearby.  Overall  habitat  quality  of  the  area  would 
decline  over  the  long  term.  There  would  be  similar 
effects  on  mule  deer  habitat,  but  to  a  lesser 
degree. 

Forest  stringer  habitat  in  forest  fringe  areas  pro- 
vides edge,  cover,  and  migrational  corridors 
between  summer  and  winter  ranges  for  elk,  deer, 
and  other  wildlife.  Timber  harvest  in  these  areas 
would  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  this  habitat  for 
1 0  to  20  years  in  the  area  of  the  harvest.  However, 
the  harvested  areas  would  regenerate  and  habitat 
quality  would  return  to  preharvest  levels  over  the 
long  term. 
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More  than  any  other  activity  associated  with 
timber  harvest,  the  increase  in  roads  could  reduc^ 
habitat   effectiveness   for   elk    and    mule    deerj 
Although  access  roads  would  be  closed  after 
timber  harvest,  road  closures  can  be  difficult  to_ 
implement   effectively   in    open   topography, 
roads  could  not  be  closed  effectively  and  addi- 
tional roads  developed,  human  presence  conid  in- 
crease in  harvested  areas  over  the  long  term.  This» 
could  cause  elk,  deer,  and  possibly  bighorn  sheepM 
to  establish  avoidance  zones.  This,  in  addition  to* 
direct  habitat  loss  from  road  construction,  could 
amount  to  considerable  long-term  habitat  loss  for, 
those  species. 

New  roads  that  would  be  added  for  access  to 
timber  sales  on  Shirley  Mc 'ntain  are '^f  great  con-p 
cern.  Road  density  is  already  high  in  this  area,  andB 
the  topography  is  not  conducive  to  effective  road 
closures.  Timber  harvest  would  reduce  elk  secu 
rity  cover.  There  could  be  consequential  adversej 
impacts  on  elk  in  this  area  from  the  combination 
of   reduced   security  cover  and   the   increased 
human  activity  associated  with  more  roads.  As  a 
result,  elk  could  be  displaced  to  p!^  sibly  subop-B 
timal  habitat,  or  their  use  of  privp,!    .  owned  pas-B 
tures  and  meadows  near  Shirley  M-  ..■'nin  might 
increase. 


I 


I 


I 


If  the  layout  and  timing  of  timber  sales  werei 
carefully  planned  and  the  effective  closure  of  tem- 
porary roads  ensured,  timber  sale  activities  would— 
have  minimal  effects  on  big  game  habitat     ndB 
could  actually  improve  habitat  in  the  long  term.B 
Overmature  lodgepole  pine  trees  that  are  ripe  for 
beetle  attack  and  wildfire  would  be  replaced  withj» 
vigorous  young  stands.  The  natural  life  cycle  ofH 
lodgepole  pine  includes  mortality  from  fire  and* 
from  insect  and  disease  infestations,  as  well  as 
regeneration  of  a  single  age  class  of  forest  overB 
large  areas.  Timber  management  activities  could  J 
improve  big  game  habitat  by  improving  forest  age- 
class  diversity  and  distribution,  edge  effect,  and 
forage  community  diversity.  ■ 

In  all  timber  sales,  the  needs  of  fish  and  wildlife 
would  be  considered  so  that  habitat  conditions 
could  be  maintained  or  improved.  Limitation  of 
clearcuts  to  25  acres  or  less  with  irregular  edges 
would  help  to  ensure  adequate  cover  for  elk  and 
deer.  Effects  on  elk  would  be  minimized  if  a  40% 
to  60%  cover-to-forage  ratio  was  maintainedB 
where  possible  and  if  roads  were  closed  as  soonB 
as  possible  after  the  end  of  timber  harvesting. 

The  harvesting  of  other  wood  products  such  asH 
poles,  firewood,  and  wildings  is  minimal  at  pre-^ 
sent,  and  it  is  expected  to  remain  at  the  present 
level.  This  level  would  have  a  minimal  effect  on 
wildlife  resources. 
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Forest  management  would  be  tailored  specifi- 
cally to  benefit  other  identified  resource  values  or 
uses  on  85,228  acres  of  forestlands.  This  could  in- 
clude rejuvenation  of  decadent  aspen  stands  by 
cutting,  which  would  benefit  fish,  beaver,  and 
accipiters. 


Livestock  Grazing  Management  Actions 

The  short-term  benefits  to  the  wildlife  commu- 
nity under  the  proposed  plan  would  be  limited 
because  of  the  monitoring  period  that  would  be 
required  to  determine  the  current  range  condi- 
tions. Initiation  of  intensive  management  actions 
would  lead  to  earlier  benefits  where  problems  are 
known  to  exist— for  example,  severely  degraded 
riparian  areas;  areas  where  there  is  competition 
for  forage  between  livestock  and  big  game;  or  cru- 
cial winter  ranges  with  interspecific  competition 
among  elk,  mule  deer,  and  bighorn  sheep. 

Long-term  effects  on  wildlife  habitat  from 
irrcreased  livestock  numbers  (or  longer  seasons 
of  use)  would  vary  between  allotments,  depend- 
ing on  the  distribution  of  the  livestock.  Enhance- 
ment of  wetland  and  riparian  areas  and  protection 
of  sensitive  wildlife  values  would  be  emphasized, 
as  would  enhancement  of  livestock  grazing. 

If  new  range  improvements  on  upland  sites 
attracted  livestock  away  from  the  high  priority 
riparian  habitats  onto  moderate  or  low  priority 
habitat  types,  there  would  be  important  benefits 
to  the  wildlife  communities. 

Reduction  or  regulation  of  the  use  by  ungulates 
of  the  riparian  zones  in  "J"  allotments  would 
improve  the  existing  situation  by  allowing  plants 
to  retain  more  vegetative  matter  as  residual  cover 
and  to  produce  young  growth  successfully.  Over 
a  given  time,  vegetative  structural  diversity  (and 
therefore  wildlife  diversity)  would  be  maintained 
or  improved  as  different  age  classes  of  woody 
plants  matured.  However,  in  other  areas,  contin- 
ued levels  of  use  in  the  bottoms  would  continue 
to  impede  improvement  of  riparian  zones.  Woody 
plant  reproduction  would  not  have  the  opportu- 
nity to  replace  old  decadent  plants,  so  there 
would  be  a  long-term  loss  of  the  canopy  species. 
As  structural  diversity  of  the  vegetation  declined, 
animal  diversity  also  would  decline. 

Effects  on  big  game  animals  from  livestock  graz- 
ing actions  could  be  beneficial  or  detrimental, 
depending  on  the  location  of  the  range  improve- 
ments in  relation  to  the  seasonal  ranges.  Changes 
in  livestock  distribution  that  would  reduce  forage 
competition  on  crucial  winter  ranges  would  be  of 
great  benefit  to  wildlife  habitat  even  if  livestock 
numbers  increased. 


It  is  not  expected  that  increased  habitat  capac- 
ity would  lead  to  increases  in  population  objec- 
tives for  herd  management  units.  However,  the 
WGFD  could  increase  population  objectives  on 
the  basis  of  consultation  with  grazing  permittees, 
private  landowners,  and  public  land  management 
agencies  if  habitat  capacity  increased.  If  this  hap- 
pened, increased  economic  benefits  might  be 
realized  because  of  a  subsequent  increase  in  har- 
vest level. 

The  overall  effect  on  fisheries  under  the  pro- 
posed RMP  would  bepositive.  Atotalof  41.5miles 
of  trout  stream  habitat  in  "1"  category  allotments 
in  the  Medicine  Bow  grazing  EIS  area  would  be 
maintained  or  improved.  There  is  also  good  poten- 
tial in  this  area  for  development  of  reservoirs  of 
sufficient  size  to  support  stocked  trout.  Any 
changes  in  kind  of  livestock  from  sheep  to  cattle 
would  be  monitored  and  actions  taken  to  maintain 
trout  stream  habitat. 

In  the  area  covered  by  the  Divide  RPS  (there  are 
no  trout  streams  in  the  Seven  Lakes  area),  some 
positive  effects  on  up  to  43.5  miles  of  trout  stream 
habitat  in  "I"  allotments  would  result  from  AMPs. 
No  large  new  reservoirs  would  be  likely  in  this 
area,  and  changes  in  kind  of  livestock  from  sheep 
to  cattle  could  cause  habitat  degradation  in  some 
allotments. 


Minerals  Actions 


Leasable  Minerals — Coal 


Introduction.  It  is  projected  that  coal  mining  activ- 
ities will  disturb  about  4,000  acres  in  the  next  20 
years,  regardless  of  the  amount  of  coal  available. 
The  effects  on  wildlife  from  this  mining  would 
depend  a  great  extent  on  the  location  mined  and 
the  method  of  development. 


Previous  Analyses.  Projected  impacts  on  wildlife 
from  some  of  the  leased  and  unleased  coal  areas 
that  are  available  for  further  lease  consideration 
under  the  proposed  RMP  have  been  analyzed  in 
detail  in  several  ElSs,  as  follows: 

China  Butte,  Medicine  Bow,  Rosebud,  Seminoe  II,  and 
Red  Rim  coal  tracts:  U.S..  Department  of  ttie  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Land  .Management,  Draft  Green  River-Hams 
Fork  Regior^al  Coal  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Craig, 
CO  1980). 

Red  Rim:  U.S.,  Department  of  the  Interior.  Office  of  Sur- 
face Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforcement,  and  Wyo- 
ming Department  of  Environmental  Quality,  Land  Quality 
Division,  Dralt  Red  Rim.  Wyoming  Petition  Evaluation 
Document/ Environmental  Impact  Statement  (n.p.  1983). 
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Carbon  Basin:  U.S.,  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  Proposed  Coal  Leasing  in  Carbon 
Basin  Area.  Wyoming  (n.p,  1979). 

Savery  Preference  Right  Lease  Application  (PRLA) 
areas:  U.S.,  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land 
fvlanagement,  Savery  Project  Preference  Right  Coal  Lease 
Applications:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Raw- 
lins, WY  1982). 

Indian  Springs;  Wild  Horse  Draw:  U.S.,  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Green  River-Hams 
Forl<  Coal  Region:  Round  Two  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (Craig,  CO  1983). 

The  following  is  an  overview  of  the  results  of  the 
analyses  cited  above. 

Should  coal  development  activity  increase  in 
the  areas  mentioned,  industrial  and  urban  devel- 
opment and  known  population  growth  in  the 
region  would  have  the  most  pervasive  adverse 
cumulative  effects  on  wildlife.  Impacts  resulting 
from  this  development  and  growth  are  discussed 
in  the  section  on  typical  impacts  on  wildlife  from 
coal  activity  in  the  Wildlife  appendix  to  the  draft 
EIS.  With  an  increase  in  growth  and  development, 
secondary  wildlife  impacts  would  increase. 

The  mine  sites  alone  would  have  minimal 
effects  on  regional  pronghorn  and  mule  deer  pop- 
ulations. This  is  largely  because  little  crucial  win- 
ter range  would  be  affected  and  because  the  coal 
areas  are  spread  over  several  big  game  manage- 
ment units.  There  could  be  consequential  local 
adverse  effects  on  crucial  winter  range  in  some 
areas.  Development  of  coal  in  the  Red  Rim  area 
would  have  the  greatest  potential  for  such  effects. 

The  regional  elk  population  (Baggs  elk  herd) 
could  be  affected  by  development  of  the  Savery 
PRLA  areas,  depending  on  the  degree  of  mitiga- 
tion and  its  effectiveness.  The  draft  Savery  EIS 
(USDI,  BLM  1982)  discusses  these  impacts.  Addi- 
tion of  a  development  "scenario"  would  depend 
onthefinalshowingof  economic  feasibility  within 
mitigative  constraints. 

Impacts  on  sage  grouse  would  be  localized. 
Regional  impacts  resulting  from  the  mining  oper- 
ations alone  would  be  minimal.  Most  habitats  that 
would  be  altered  are  moderate  or  low  priority  hab- 
itats. Alteration  of  the  low  to  moderate  priority 
habitats  would  be  considered  inconsequential. 

The  cumulative  effects  that  mining  would  have 
on  raptors  are  not  entirely  clear,  but  they  would 
be  largely  ,  negative  if  nesting  sites  were 
destroyed,  if  prey  bases  were  eliminated  by  sur- 
face disturbance  or  vegetation  removal,  or  if  birds 
were  incidentally  killed  by  mining  operations. 
Highwalls  left  after  mining  in  the  Hanna  Basin 
have  been  shown  to  benefit  golden  eagles  by  in- 
creasing limited  nesting  substrates.  However,  the 


Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act 
(SMCRA)  normally  requires  reclamation  of  high- 
walls.  What  effect  mining  would  have  on  prairie 
falcons  and  ferruginous  hawks  is  not  clear. 

A  total  of  15,495  acres  of  habitat  '^is  been 
altered  in  the  Hanna  Basin,  with  6,176  aci:'S 
reclaimed. 

It  isdifficulttodetermineacauseand  effect  rela- 
tionship between  mining  activity  and  effects  on 
wildlife  in  the  Hanna  Basin.  Wildlife  populations 
fluctuate,  sometimes  widely,  in  response  to  natu- 
ral factors  such  as  cycles  in  the  abundance  of 
prey  base  or  extremes  in  seasonal  weather  (for  ex- 
ample, severe  winters).  Without  a  control  tre.'*- 
ment,  it  is  not  feasible  to  separate  the  impacts  on 
wildlife  resulting  from  mining  from  the  impacts 
caused  by  natural  factors. 

Overall  wildlife  impacts  at  a  given  mine  site 
would  be  determined  by  the  premining  values  and 
by  what  species  the  reclaimed  area  would  sup- 
port. These  factors  would  vary  from  site  to  site 
and  would  depend  on  which  species  and  habitat 
the  land  manager  wanted  to  manage  for. 


Effects  in  Areas  Not  Previously  Analyzed.  The 

effects  of  coal  development  in  some  areas  have 
not  been  analyzed  in  earlier  coal  documents. 
Those  areas  are  discussed  below. 


Indian  Springs  and  North  Indian  Springs  Coal 
Areas.  Most  of  the  public  land  in  the  North  Indian 
Springs  area  falls  into  the  moderate  priority  hab- 
itat category.  Vegetation  communities  on  BLM- 
managed  public  land  in  the  area  are  sagebrush/ 
mixed  grass  steppe,  big  sagebrush/rabbitbrush 
steppe,  sallbush  steppe,  badland,  and  rockland. 

This  area  adjoins  the  Indian  Springs  coal  area 
on  the  north.  The  following  discussion  applies  to 
both  areas. 

Under  a  current  proposal,  the  Indian  Springs 
underground  coal  gasification  project  (in  situ 
operation)  would  be  limited  to  approximately  1 
square  mile  of  private  land  during  the  next  ten 
years.  Previous  small-scale  operations  have  had 
few  impacts  on  wildlife,  and  few  impacts  would 
be  expected  from  the  expanded  experimental 
operations  over  the  next  ten  years. 

Depending  on  the  feasibility  results  of  the  ten- 
year  project,  full-scale  commercial  operations 
could  take  place  over  the  subsequent  ten  years. 
Production  would  be  expanded  northward 
through  a  major  portion  of  the  Shamrock  Hills  rap- 
tor concentration  area.  An  undetermined  amount 
of  public  land  would  be  involved  in  the  project. 
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There  are  6,340  acres  of  public  land  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  two  coal  areas.  Approximately 
6,000  acres  of  public  land  in  the  two  areas  are  cru- 
cial winter  range  for  the  Red  Desert  antelope 
herd.  Surface  disturbance  would  include  an 
upgraded  gravel  road,  access  roads  to  wells  and 
along  pipelines,  and  aboveground  pipelines  that 
would  run  northward  along  the  coal  seam  through 
the  raptor  concentration  area.  Three  to  four 
injection/production  modules  would  be  operat- 
ing at  any  one  time;  they  would  be  moved  north- 
ward along  the  coal  seam  as  extractable  coal  was 
exhausted.  In  addition,  there  would  be  a  produc- 
tion processing  facility  forthe  modules  and  a  com- 
mercial manufacturing  facility. 

Effects  on  pronghorn  would  include  loss  of  hab- 
itat until  disturbances  from  pipelines,  wells, 
access  roads,  and  other  facilities  were  rehabili- 
tated. The  loss  of  habitat  would  vary  from  3  to  20 
years,  depending  on  the  length  of  time  the  facil- 
ities were  in  place  and  the  time  needed  for  recla- 
mation. The  amount  of  crucial  habitat  disturb- 
ance would  depend  on  placement  of  facilities, 
locations  of  wells  and  pipelines,  and  locations  of 
roads  for  access  to  these  facilities.  Increased 
harassment  and  illegal  kills  could  result  from  in- 
creased access  and  human  visitation. 

In  the  short  term,  adverse  impacts  on  raptor  pro- 
duction probably  would  be  kept  below  a  detrimen- 
tal level  by  adherence  to  the  committed  mitigation 
that  was  arrived  at  through  the  review  of  the  coal 
unsuitability  criteria.  The  objective  of  this  commit- 
ted mitigation  is  to  maintain  productivity  of  rap- 
tors within  the  Shamrock  Hills  RCA. 

Noise  and  human  presence  in  the  area  would 
be  expected  to  have  the  most  consequential 
adverse  effects  on  nesting  raptors.  With  adher- 
ence to  the  committed  mitigative  measures,  the 
adverse  effects  would  be  localized  and  minor  in 
the  short  term. 

In  the  long  term,  the  cumulative  adverse  effects 
of  surface  disturbance,  noise  and  human  pres- 
ence might  reach  a  level  that  would  jeopardize  the 
integrity  of  the  raptor  concentration  area.  This 
could  possibly  result  in  reduced  productivi- 
ty—the results  of  such  disruption  are  debatable. 
It  is  not  known  whether  the  committed  mitigative 
measures  are  adequate  to  achieve  the  objective 
of  maintaining  raptor  productivity  in  the  raptor 
concentration  area.  Data  are  insufficient  to  assess 
the  cumulative  effects  of  this  project  on  raptors 
effectively  and  confidently. 


Atlantic  Rim  Coal  Area.  Effects  on  wildlife  habitat 
from  surface  mining  in  the  Atlantic  Rim  coal  area 
would  vary,  depending  on  the  "scenario"  of  the 
particular  mining  plan  adopted.  Mitigative  mea- 
sures forthis  area  were  recommended  in  the  Little 


Snake  River  KRCRA  Elk  Sti^  iy  (Ward  1985).  All 
but  one  of  those  measures  would  be  required  as 
lease  conditions  (see  the  Coai  appendix). 

In  the  following  analysis  for  Atlantic  Rim,  the 
"scenario"  presented  represents  a  maximum  level 
of  development  that  could  occur  within  environ- 
mental constraints.  It  should  be  kept  in  mind  that 
no  mining  scenario  has  been  adopted,  and  there 
are  many  possible  scenarios  that  would  result  in 
varied  impacts. 

Mining  on  Atlantic  Rim  would  include  four  pits 
(three  south  of  Jep  Canyon  and  one  north  of  Jep 
Canyon)  totaling  1,889  acres.  Approximately  60 
to  80  acres  per  year  would  be  mined  in  the  north- 
ern pit  and  one  of  the  southern  pits  concurrently. 
Mining  would  be  done  on  the  westernmost  slopes; 
however,  mining  activity  and  disturbance  would 
not  be  allowed  in  Jep  Canyon,  Snowshoe  Can- 
yon, and  Hay  Gulch.  As  stated  previously,  all  rec- 
ommended mitigation  (Ward  1985)  would  be 
applied  except  the  recommendation  that  mining 
be  restricted  to  one  pit  at  a  time.  Approximately 
770  additional  acres  of  sagebrush-mixed  grass 
steppe  habitat  type  would  be  disturbed  for  sur- 
face and  transportation  facilities  during  the  first 
year  of  operation. 

The  Atlantic  Rim  area  comprises  a  complex 
mosaic  of  nine  diverse  vegetation  communities: 
greasewood-sagebrush  riparian  shrubland,  short 
grassland,  sagebrush-mixed  grass  steppe,  big 
sagebrush-rabbitbrush  steppe,  quaking  aspen, 
mountain  shrubland,  willow-waterbirch  riparian 
shrubland,  riparian  grassland,  and  open  aquatic- 
emergent  grassland.  The  last  five  communities 
named  are  high-priority  habitat  types  for  wildlife. 
At  least  six  of  these  communities  would  be  dis- 
rupted during  or  throughout  the  life  of  the  mine; 
the  last  three  listed  would  not  be  affected  by  min- 
ing operations  and  disturbance. 

Additionally,  there  would  be  a  loss  of  "pdge 
effect"  as  various  vegetation  communities  were 
mined  or  disturbed.  An  estimated  total  of  one- 
fourth  to  one-third  of  the  mining  area  (472  to  630 
acres)  is  rated  high  priority  wildlife  habitat.  This 
is  a  substantially  greater  amount  of  high  priority 
habitat  than  on  other  surface  mines  or  potential 
coal  development  areas  in  the  Rawlins  District. 

Reclamation  would  be  progressive,  proceeding 
concurrently  with  mining  operations.  As  mining 
was  completed' in  one  portion  of  an  area  to  be 
mined,  reclamation  would  begin  in  that  portion 
while  mining  operations  proceeded  to  the  next 
portion.  The  reclaimed  land  would  be  stabilized 
in  a  few  years  and  available  for  use.  Full  restora- 
tion of  the  land  and  its  vegetation  to  the  premining 
condition  would  require  a  longer  time.  Although 
the  area  would  be  reclaimed,  it  is  questionable 
whether  the  complex  mosaic  of  the  current  vege- 
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tation  types  could  be  restored.  Reclamation  prac- 
tices, hydrologic  impacts,  and  postmining  soil 
characteristics  would  determine  the  vegetation 
that  could  be  supported  for  postmining  use. 

It  may  be  completely  unreasonable  to  assume 
that  postmining  conditions  would  support  premin- 
ing  vegetative  composition  and  densities.  Cool 
season  grasses  are  relatively  easy  to  reestablish. 
Reestablishment  of  sagebrush,  mountain  shrub, 
and  aspen  types  is  much  more  difficult.  If  the  com- 
plex mosaic  of  the  current  vegetation  types  could 
not  be  restored,  there  would  be  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  adverse  impacts  on  the  100  wildlife 
species  that  are  supported  by  this  habitat.  The 
habitat  could  be  lost. 

Open-pit  mining  in  the  Atlantic  Rim  area  could 
disrupt  up  to  an  estimated  total  of  2,300  acres  of 
crucial  winter  range  for  elk  over  the  life  of  the 
mine.  This  is  approximately  3%  of  the  total  Baggs 
crucial  winter  range  forelk.  Although  the  percent- 
age appears  small,  the  Atlantic  Rim  area,  includ- 
ing the  estimated  2,300  acres  that  would  be  dis- 
rupted, constitutes  an  extremely  important  part  of 
the  winter  range. 

During  the  severest  winters,  such  as  the  one 
that  occurred  in  1983-84,  the  Atlantic  Rim  area 
supports  600  elk.  These  elk  are  75%  of  all  the  elk 
using  the  north  end  of  the  Little  Snake  River 
known  recoverable  coal  resource  area  (KRCRA) 
for  winter  range,  and  30%  of  all  the  elk  wintering 
on  both  the  north  and  south  ends  of  the  KRCRA 
in  Wyoming.  Since  elk  use  in  this  area  increases 
with  greater  snow  accumulation  and  more  severe 
weather,  impacts  from  habitat  disruption  become 
more  pronounced  in  tougher  winters.  During  nor- 
mal winters,  approximately  200  to  250  elk  winter 
in  the  Atlantic  Rim  area,  and  use  is  less  concen- 
trated. 

Disruption  of  habitat  caused  by  mining  activi- 
ties and  disturbance  creates  additional  habitat 
loss  through  the  creation  of  avoidance  zones.  The 
harassment  of  resident  and  migrant  elk  during 
coal  mining  would  be  expected  to  displace  elk  as 
far  as  2  miles  during  the  first  year  or  two  (Ward 
1985).  Information  from  studies  in  Idaho  (Kuck 
1984)  and  Colorado  (Johnson  1985)  show  that  elk 
will  make  adjustments  in  response  to  the  human 
activities  associated  with  mining  and  that  the  area 
of  influence  could  be  expected  to  be  reduced  to 
less  than  0.25  mile  within  a  few  years  if  harass- 
ment directed  at  elk  was  controlled. 

The  applicability  of  those  study  results  is 
severely  limited,  however,  in  that  the  wintering  elk 
on  Atlantic  Rim  use  topographic  features  rather 
than  trees  to  satisfy  their  requirements  for  thermal 
cover  and  security  cover.  This  could  result  in 
greater  long-term  displacement  distances  than 
was  indicated  in  the  Idaho  and  Colorado  studies. 
With  mining,  elk  use  would  be  expected  to  be  con- 
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centrated  more  on  the  north  end  of  Atlantic  Rim, 
especially  during  more  severe  winters. 

The  severity  of  impacts  on  wintering  elk  on 
Atlantic  Rim  would  depend  on  the  severity  of  the 
winter  and  application  of  the  recommended  mit- 
igative  measures.  During  normal  or  light  winters, 
elk  displacement  would  be  more  likely  to  be  to  the 
south.  IVIitigative  measures  that  would  reduce 
competition  with  cattle  for  forage  would  substan- 
tially reduce  the  impact  of  displacement.  Impacts 
on  elk  displaced  from  Atlantic  Rim  would  be  fur- 
ther minimized  by  habitat  improvements  to 
increase  the  quality  and  quantity  of  forage  and 
cover  on  elk  crucial  winter  range  to  the  south  of 
Atlantic  Rim. 

Any  mining  activity  or  disturbance  that  woMid 
inhibit  movement  to  the  north  end  of  Atlantic  Rim 
during  severe  winters  would  place  additional  hard- 
ships and  stress  on  animals  in  negativp  energy  bal- 
ances. However,  the  committed  mlH  Hion  would 
prevent  inhibition  of  movement  along  the  rim; 
thus,  the  effects  of  mining  on  elk  during  severe 
winters  would  be  minimal. 

Disturbance  and  probable  long-term  loss  of  the 
aspen  communities  within  the  mining  area  would 
be  detrimental  to  the  40  to  100  resident  elk  that 
use  this  community  type  as  primary  thermal  and 
hiding  cover  during  summer  and  fall.  Because  of 
the  potential  effects  in  these  areas,  aspen  patches 
in  the  major  drainages  would  be  protected  from 
disturbance  by  mining  or  related  support  facilities 
(see  the  Coal  appendix  to  this  EIS).  Resident  elk 
might  be  displaced  to  adjacent  aspen  communi- 
ties that  may  be  less  desirable,  but  the  effects  on 
the  elk  would  be  minimal. 

As  many  as  200  to  300  summering  and  50  win- 
tering mule  deer  would  be  adversely  affected  by 
disrupted  habitat  and  human  disturbances.  An- 
imal distributions  probably  would  be  strongly 
influenced  by  mining  activities.  However,  deer  are 
less  sensitive  to  disturbance  than  elk;  thus,  dis- 
placement would  be  considerably  less  and  habi- 
tuation much  more  likely.  Of  particular  benefit  to 
mule  deer  would  be  avoidance  of  mountain  shrub 
and  aspen  communities  by  mining  operations. 
Successful  reclamation  of  these  communities  is 
unlikely,  so  if  mining  operations  did  not  avoid 
them,  there  would  be  an  irreversible  and  irretriev- 
able loss  of  habitat. 

Some  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat  .  ould  be  dis- 
rupted by  mining  in  the  Atlantic  Rim  area.  In  addi- 
tion, the  strutting  ground  in  section  23,  T.  19  N., 
R.  90  W.  could  be  adversely  affected  by  roads  and 
rail  roads.  While  impacts  could  be  locally  detrimen- 
tal, overall  effects  on  the  sage  grouse  population 
would  be  negligible. 

In  the  short  term,  mining  could  cause  nest  aban- 
donment for  one  pair  of  golden  eagles  and  one 
pair  of  prairie  falcons.  According  to  raptor  inves- 
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ligations  conducted  in  the  Hanna  Basin  coal 
tracts,  leavingsuitablehighwallsaftermining  pro- 
vides nesting  substrates.  If  such  highwalls  were 
left  in  the  Atlantic  Rim  area,  golden  eagles  and 
prairie  falcons  could  benefit  from  the  resulting 
nesting  substrates. 

Coal  mining  could  cause  a  pair  of  goshawks 
and  30%  of  the  known  active  Cooper's  hawks  nest- 
ing in  the  resource  area  to  abandon  their  nests. 
This  could  be  a  highly  consequential  loss  of  lim- 
ited suitable  nesting  structures  for  accipiters.  Dis- 
turbance of  aspen  communities  would  be  partic- 
ularly detrimental  to  accipiters;  it  would 
constitute  an  irreversible  and  irretrievable  loss  of 
nesting  and  hunting  habitat. 

Mountain  shrub,  willow-riparian,  and  aspen 
habitat  types  are  structurally  diverse  types  impor- 
tant to  small  mammals  and  numerous  bird  spe- 
cies. Mine  operations  would  result  in  a  loss  of  a 
considerable  amount  of  mountain  shrub  habitat. 
Consequently,  animals  using  this  habitat  type 
would  be  displaced  or  lost.  Since  reestablishment 
of  the  premining  habitat  mosaic  is  unlikely  in  the 
mined  areas,  postmining  wildlife  species  would 
be  greatly  reduced.  Mine  operations  should  not 
affect  wiilow-riparian  and  aspen  habitat  because 
the  major  drainages  where  these  habitats  are 
found  would  not  be  mined,  and  sediment  flow 
would  be  contained. 

If  Atlantic  Rim  and  the  Savery  PRLA  areas  were 
mined  at  the  same  time,  there  would  be  detrimen- 
tal cumulative  effects  on  elk  because  habitat  loss 
and  herd  harassment  would  be  greater  than  if  the 
areas  were  mined  at  different  times. 


Leasable  Minerals— Oil  and  Gas 

Under  the  proposed  RMP,  five  million  acres 
would  be  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  with  appli- 
cation of  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation 
guidelines.  Riparian  areas,  sage  grouse  strutting 
grounds,  sharp-tailed  grouse  dancing  grounds, 
and  known  habitat  for  threatened  or  endangered 
species  would  be  protected  from  surface  disturb- 
ance. 

Seasonal  restrictions  during  critical  periods 
would  eliminate  stress,  disturbance,  and  displace- 
ment caused  by  oil  and  gas  activities.  This  would 
protect  big  game  on  crucial  winter  ranges,  elk  on 
calving  areas,  sage  grouse  and  sharp-tailed 
grouse  in  nesting  habitat,  and  raptors  during  the 
nesting  period.  Seasonal  restrictions  during  crit- 
ical periods  also  might  help  to  reduce  mortality, 
ensure  reproductive  success  and  survival  of 
young,  and  reduce  conflicts  with  owners  of  adja- 
cent property  that  could  be  caused  by  displaced 
animals.  These  restrictions  would  not  be  in  effect 
during  periods  other  than  those  requiring  special 


protection.  Should  production  be  established  or 
field  development  become  a  reality,  physical  loss 
of  habitat  and  the  creation  of  avoidance  zones 
could  cause  long-term  detrimental  impacts  on  big 
game,  raptors,  and  other  wildlife  species. 

The  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation  guide- 
lines would  be  applied  to  the  raptor  concentration 
areas  to  maintain  their  value  to  nesting  raptors. 
A  total  of  36,600  acres  in  three  raptor  concentra- 
tion areas  (Atlantic  Rim,  Seminoe,  and  Shamrock 
Hills)  also  would  be  designated  ACECs.  This 
would  further  focus  management  toward  the  main- 
tenance of  these  important  nesting  areas  (see 
map  8). 

Surface  disturbance  within  the  Baggs  elk  cru- 
cial winter  range  and  overlapping  big  game  cru- 
cial winter  ranges  would  be  spatially  and  tempor- 
ally managed  to  maintain  the  habitat  quality. 

Fisheries,  steep  slopes,  and  riparian  arens 
would  be  protected  from  surface  disturbance. 
This  would  reduce  the  possibility  of  alteration  or 
loss  of  habitat  forfish,  waterfowl,  game  birds,  bea- 
ver, big  game,  a  wide  variety  of  birds,  and  other 
animals.  The  high  priority  standard  habitat  sites 
associated  with  riparian  areas  and  steep  slopes 
also  would  be  protected  from  oil  and  gas  disturb- 
ances. These  actions  would  protect  140,900  acres 
(3%  of  the  wildlife  habitat  in  the  planning  area). 

Prairie  dog  colonies  have  not  been  thoroughly 
inventoried  in  the  planning  area.  Prairie  dog  col- 
onies not  previously  located  probably  v.  ould  be 
found  during  the  processing  of  each  application 
for  permit  to  drill  (APD).  Black-footed  ferret 
searches  wouldthen  be  completed  before  any  sur- 
face disturbance  could  begin?  This  would  prevent 
potential  adverse  effects  on  black-tooted  ferrets. 

Some  important  and  crucial  wild!^'-^  habitats 
overlap  known  geological  structure  (KGS)  areas 
and  areas  of  high  and  moderate  oil  and  gas  poten- 
tial. Table  13  indicates  the  extent  of  overlap  of  big 
game,  sage  grouse,  and  raptor  habitat  with  such 
oil  and  gas  areas. 

Consideration  of  overlapping  areas  on  table  13 
indicates  that  habitat  losses  caused  by  oil  and  gas 
activities  could  have  the  following  impacts  on  wild- 
life in  the  planning  area  over  the  next  25  years: 

Significant  long-term  adverse  effects  on  rap- 
tor populations  and  the  Baggs  elk  and  mule 
deer  herds 

Negative  long-term  effects  on  antelope  herds 
in  the  Ferris-Seminoe  and  Jelm  Mountain 
areas 

Minimal  long-term  effects  on  sage  grouse 
populations 
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TABLE  13 

ACREAGE  OF  BLM-ADMINISTERED  PUBLIC  LAND  IN  HIGH  IMPORTANCE  WILDLIFE  HABITATS 
OVERLAPPING  AREAS  WITH  OIL  AND  GAS  POTENTIAL 


HMP  Areas 


c» 


Known  Geologic 
Structures 

Baggs 

Ferris/Seminoe 
Shirley  Mountain 
Sage  Creek  Basin 
Encampment 

Bighorn  Sheep 
Red  Desert 
South  Deserts 
Saratoga  Valley^ 
Laramie  Peal<3 
Jelm  Mountain^ 
Other 

TOTAL 

High  Potential  Oil 
and  Gas  Areas 

Baggs 

Ferris/Seminoe 
Shirley  Mountain 
Sage  Creek  Basin 
Encampment 

Bighorn  Sheep 
Red  Desert 
South  Deserts 
Saratoga  Valley^ 
Laramie  Peaks 
Jelm  Mountains 
Other 

TOTAL 


Crucial  Elk  Crucial  Crucial  Bighorn  Breeding/Nesting      Raptor  Nesting 

Elk  Winter     Calving        Mule  Deer  Antelope  Sheep  Area'  Acreage         Concentration 

Range  Range      Winter  Range     Winter  Range     Winter  Range     (Number  of  Leks)  Areas^ 


2,640 


2,640 


21,280 


26,800 

2.240 

130 


19,800 
200 


44,170 


25,800 

10,500 

320 


1,900 

70,500 

1,700 

130 


110,850 


21,280 


25,200 
2,250 
3,500 

21,000 

14,360 

3,200 

36,700 
2,400 

7,900 

1,800 

10,100 

500 

70,050 

58,860 

26,900  (6) 
7,000  (0) 

300  (0) 


22,900 
250 

640 


89,000  (14) 

85.100(16) 

3,120  (2) 

14,740 

680  (0) 

200 

212,100(38) 

38,730 

43,600  (14) 

27,600  (6) 

4,920  (2) 

2,400  (1) 

7,220 
300 

2,120 

50,100  (8) 

6,040  (0) 

320  (0) 

134,980(31) 

9,640 
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TABLE  13  (Continued) 

-ADMINISTERED  PUBLIC  LAND  IN  HIGH  IMPORTANCE  WILDLIFE  HABITATS 
OVERLAPPING  AREAS  WITH  OIL  AND  GAS  POTENTIAL 


CruciaS 

Elk 

Crucial 

Crucial 

Bighorn 

Breeding/Nesting 

Raptor  Nesting 

Elk  Winter 

Calving 

Mule  Deer 

Antelope 

Sheep 

Area'  Acreage 

Concentration 

HMP  Areas 

Range 

IRange 

Winter  Hange 

Winter  Range 

Winter  Range 

(Number  of  Leks) 

Areas* 

Moderate  Potentiai  Oil 

and  Gas  Areas 
Baggs 

Ferris/Semi  noe 
Shirley  Mountain 
Sage  Creek  Basin 

54.800 
7,800 

1.800 

17,200 

15.500 

20.800 

3,100 

3.400 
32.740 
66,700 

2,720 

58,240(16) 

30,720  (7) 

57.760(10) 

9.700(1) 

8,680 
21,250 

8.460 

Encampment 

Bighorn  Sheep 
Red  Desert 

36,900 

31,400(4) 

17.280 

South  Deser|3 
Saratoga  Valley^ 
Laramie  Peak^ 
Jelm  Mountain 
Other 

3.300 

3,400 

1.240 

1,100 
23,800 

950 
5,000 

38,250 

4,500 

16,800 

94,880  (20) 
8,520  (2) 
3,360(1) 
1,900(0) 

5.440 

TOTAL 

69,300 

3,040 

87,450 

199,290 

2,720 

296,480(61) 

61.110 

'  Includes  known  habila!  and  areas  believed  to  be  habitat  tor  sage  grouse  or  sharp-tailed  grouse. 

2  Does  not  include  isolated  nests. 

3  Proposed  HMP  area. 
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Environmental  Consequences 


.1, 
1 


Locatable  Minerals 


Plans  of  Operations,  Plans  of  operations  for  sur- 
face disturbance  related  to  locatable  minerals 
would  be  required  on  27,500  acres  of  raptor  con- 
centration areas  that  would  be  designated 
ACECs.  Tfiis  would  ensure  consideration  of  rap- 
tor habitat  in  the  two  most  important  raptor  con- 
centration areas,  Shamrock  Hills  and  Seminoe. 

Plans  of  operations  required  on  the  1,7G0-acre 
Como  Bluff  proposed  ACEC  would  include  con- 
sideration of  wildlife  values;  therefore,  there  could 
be  fewer  adverse  effects  on  antelope  on  1,760 
acres  of  crucial  winter  range  because  habitat 
values  would  be  maintained. 

In  the  8,300-acre  Sand  Hills  proposed  ACEC, 
plans  of  operations  also  would  be  required.  This 
requirement  would  control  and  mitigate  surface 
disturbance  and  physiological  disturbance  of 
wildlife  on  crucial  and  important  habitat.  Adverse 
effects  could  be  minimized  for  mule  deer,  elk, 
sage  grouse,  and  a  variety  of  other  species. 

Plans  of  operations  also  would  be  required  in 
the  13,320-acre  Jep  Canyon  proposed  ACEC. 
This  would  ensure  consideration  of  raptor  habitat 
and  elk  crucial  winter  range  in  this  important  area. 


Withdrawals.  Approximately  83,029  acres  would 
be  withdrawn  from  locatable  mineral  activities 
under  this  alternative.  This  total  includes  81,489 
acres  of  existing  withdrawals  and  1,540  acres  of 
new  withdrawals.  This  means  that  819,971  acres 
more  will  be  open  to  locatable  mineral  location 
than  under  present  management. 

The  41,245  acres  of  public  water  reserve  with- 
drawals would  be  revoked;  thus,  these  areas 
would  be  open  to  nonmetalliferous  mineral  loca- 
tion. This  would  increase  the  potential  for  long- 
term  adverse  impacts  on  riparian  habitat  in  spe- 
cific areas,  and  thus  on  a  variety  of  wildlife  and 
fish  species. 

The  564,758-acre  withdrawal  for  oil  shale  devel- 
opment (South  Desert  HMP  area)  would  be 
revoked. 

Continuation  of  the  withdrawal  of  73,290  acres 
from  mineral  location  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclama- 
tion would  protect  wildlife  species  from  surface 
disturbance.  Most  of  these  withdrawals  are  along 
Pathfinder  and  Seminoe  reservoirs,  and  they  con- 
tain approximately  8,120  acres  of  crucial  winter 
range  for  mule  deer  and  antelope.  Bald  eagles 
that  use  this  area  would  benefit  in  the  long  term 
because  winter  hunting  and  scavenging  areas  for 


this  endangered  species  would  remain  undis- 
turbed, as  would  the  perching  and  nesting  habitat 
(cottonwoods)  along  the  North  Platte  River 
between  Pathfinder  and  Seminoe  reservoirs. 


Potential  Effects  from  Locatable  Minerals  Activi- 
ties. The  effects  that  can  be  expected  from  locat- 
able minerals  activities  are  discussed  in  the  fol- 
lowing sections. 


Uranium.  Uranium  exploration  and  assessment 
are  limited  in  the  planning  area,  with  production 
occurring  at  a  slow  rate  and  only  in  Shirl(^y  R.-isin 
A  market  tiirnaroiitid  would  Ik;  nniniicil  loi  ;;i(|iiil 
leant  development  to  occur,  and  this  is  not 
expected  through  the  mid-1990s.  On  the  basis  of 
this  projection,  it  is  expected  that  adverse  impacts 
on  wildlife  through  habitat  disturbance  from  ura- 
nium activity  would  be  localized  and  minor. 

We  cannot  accurately  predict  when,  where,  or 
how  much  uranium  development  will  take  place 
in  any  given  part  of  the  planning  area.  However, 
known  deposits  of  uranium  ore  lie  in  areas  thnt 
are  important  towildlife  populations,  and  develop- 
ment of  that  ore  could  adversely  affect  wildlife 
habitat.  Under  current  market  conditions  and  pro- 
duction projections,  adverse  impacts  would  be 
minimal.  If  conditions  should  change  and  proHuc- 
tion  accelerate,  wildlife  could  be  a-.'.'.  7 
affected.  The  following  paragraphs  de.;  .ibe 
areas  where  adverse  effects  could  occur 

If  uranium  activity  increased,  production  !'  n 
the  uranium  ore  body  in  the  Ketchum  Buttes  area 
could  have  long-term  impacts  on  the  B;  .js  elk 
herd.  Approximately  1,280  acres  of  crucial  vinter 
range  for  elk  could  be  adversely  affected  by  sur- 
face disturbance,  and  human  activity  could  create 
avoidance  zones  over  a  considerably  larger  area. 
Development  of  an  ore  body  southwest  of  Red 
Rim  could  adversely  affect  crucial  winter  range 
for  antelope;  however,  the  amount  of  range 
involved  would  be  minimal. 

Historic  disturbance  of  habitat  by  uranium  min- 
ing in  Shirley  Basin  over  the  past  31  years  is  esti- 
mated at  roughly  7,000  acres.  A  substantial 
amount  of  this  habitat  has  been  reclaimed.  Except 
for  riparian  habitat,  no  crucial  or  important  wild- 
life use  areas  (such  as  crucial  winter  range  or  rap- 
tor concentration  areas)  have  been  lost  as  a  result 
of  this  development. 

It  is  estimated  that  as  much  as  100,000  more 
acres  in  Shirley  Basin  contain  developable  ura- 
nium. The  area  containing  uranium  overlaps 
11,000acresofsagegrouse  breeding/nesting  hab- 
itat. 
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Environmental  Consequences 


A  potential  WGFD  program  to  reintroduce 
black-footed  ferret  to  sites  in  the  Shirley  Basin 
would  not  be  affected  by  future  uranium  mining. 

The  Red  Desert  area  contains  nine  potential 
areas  for  uranium  mining  comprising  an  esti- 
mated total  of  50,000  acres.  Historic  activity  has 
involved  only  one  mine  and  less  than  3,000  acres 
of  habitat  disturbance.  The  mine  is  now  on 
standby;  it  might  possibly  be  reopened  if  market 
conditions  improved.  The  entire  50,000  acres  is 
summer  or  winter/yearlong  range  for  antelope, 
and  14,800  acres  of  that  also  is  sage  grouse 
breeding/nesting  habitat. 

No  uranium  production  is  occurring  at  present 
in  the  Poison  Basin  area  west  of  Baggs,  but 
resumption  of  mining  in  the  near  future  is  a  real 
possibility.  Previous  mining  was  not  on  a  large 
scale,  and  adverse  impacts  on  wildlife  were  min- 
imal. If  extensive  uranium  mining  should  occur  in 
this  area,  sage  grouse,  antelope,  and  mule  deer 
could  be  affected.  The  potential  mining  area  over- 
laps as  much  as  17,920  acres  of  sage  grouse 
breeding/nesting  habitat,  8,900  acres  of  crucial 
winter  range  for  antelope,  and  1 8,300  acres  of  cru- 
cial winter  range  for  mule  deer.  Cumulative 
adverse  impacts  on  mule  deer  also  could  occur 
from  the  combination  of  uranium  mining  and  oil 
and  gas  development. 


Metallic  Minerals.  Little  mining  activity,  if  any,  for 
metallic  minerals  is  occurring  in  the  planning 
area.  Someexploration  and  assessmentare  occur- 
ring at  a  low  level,  but  there  are  no  development 
plans  because  of  market  conditions. 

We  cannot  accurately  predict  when,  where,  or 
how  much  metallic  mineral  development  will  take 
place  in  any  given  part  of  the  planning  area.  How- 
ever, known  areas  of  metallic  mineral  occurren- 
ces lie  in  areas  that  are  important  to  wildlife  pop- 
ulations, and  development  of  those  minerals 
could  adversely  affect  wildlife  habitat.  Locatable 
mineral  occurrences  are  shown  on  map  27  in  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  The  following  paragraphs 
describe  areas  where  adverse  effects  could  occur. 

The  Bradley  Peak  and  eastern  Ferris  Mountains 
area  contains  about  640  acres  of  crucial  winter 
range  for  mule  deer  that  could  be -adversely 
affected.  Sage  grouse  nesting  in  the  same  area 
also  could  be  affected. 

If  development  should  occur  in  the  area  south 
of  Encampment,  there  could  be  adverse  impacts 
on  elk,  mule  deer,  and  bighorn  sheep.  The  area 
contains  crucial  winter  range  that  could  be  affect- 
ed—up to  2,075  acres  for  elk,  960  acres  for  mule 
deer,  and  3,000  acres  for  bighorn  sheep. 


The  Jelm  IVlountain  area  is  considered  to  have 
good  potential  for  gold  production.  Metallic  min- 
eral mining  in  that  area  could  have  long-term 
adverse  impacts  on  elk  and  mule  deer.  The  poten- 
tial mining  area  overlaps  450  acres  of  elk  calving 
habitat  and  380  acres  of  crucial  winter  range  for 
mule  deer. 

Revocation  of  the  810-acre  withdrawal  on  Ben- 
nett Peak  would  open  areas  o*  Ik,  mule  deer,  and 
bighorn  sheep  crucial  winter  ranges  that  are  now 
closed.  If  extensive  mineral  exploration  and  min- 
ing should  occur  in  those  areas,  the  resulting  sur- 
face disturbance  and  human  activity  could  have 
long-term  adverse  impacts  on  these  species. 


Bentonite.  There  is  a  low  to  moderate  potential  for 
bentonite  mining  near  and  north  of  Medicine 
Bow.  If  bentonite  should  be  mined  in  this  area,  it 
could  result  in  long-term  adverse  impacts  on  sage 
grouse  and  antelope.  The  area  contains  as  much 
as  5,600  acres  of  crucial  winter  range  for  antelope 
and  3,000  acres  of  sage  grouse  breeding/nesting 
habitat. 

A  potential  WGFD  program  to  reintroduce  the 
black-footed  ferret  in  sites  southeast  of  Medicine 
Bow  could  be  adversely  affected  if  bentonite 
should  be  mined  in  that  area.  The  Medicine  Bow 
area  has  a  lower  potential  for  ferret  reintroduction 
than  Shirley  Basin  because  of  biological,  political, 
and  landownership  considerations.  Bentonite 
mining  could  destroy  existing  prairie  dog  colo- 
nies and  eliminate  the  habitat,  thus  removing  the 
area  from  consideration  in  the  recovery  process 
for  black-footed  ferrets. 


Recreation  Management  Actions 

In  the  proposed  Dune  Ponds  cooperative  man- 
agement area,  ORV  use  would  be  limited  to  open 
sand  areas  west  of  Carbon  County  road  351  and 
existing  roads  and  trails  in  the  remainder  of  the 
area.  Rehabilitation  or  mitigation  would  be  car- 
ried out  in  specific  problem  areas.  The  area  is 
already  used  intensively  for  ORV  recreation;  thus, 
the  designation  would  not  cause  any  additional 
adverse  impacts  on  wildlife.  On  the  contrary,  if 
this  area  was  officially  opened  to  ORV  use, 
adverse  effects  on  nearby  nesting  and  staging 
habitat  for  waterfowl  might  be  reduced  because 
ORV  use  would  be  concentrated  in  the  officially 
"open"  area.  In  addition,  rehabilitation  in  specific 
areas  could  improve  wildlife  habitat  in  the  Dune 
Ponds  area.  Therefore,  opening  the  specified  area 
to  ORV  use  would  benefit  important  riparian/ 
wetland  habitat  values. 


121 


Environmental  Consequences 


In  the  Sand  Hills  area,  ORV  use  would  be  res- 
tricted to  existing  roads  and  trails;  however,  reha- 
bilitation and  mitigative  measures  would  be  car- 
ried out  in  specific  problem  areas.  This  would 
have  a  positive  effect  on  elk  and  mule  deer  on  cru- 
cial winter  range  as  compared  to  present  manage- 
ment. Stress  and  disturbance  during  the  critical 
winter  period  would  be  reduced,  as  would  the  dis- 
ruption of  travel  corridors  and  migration  routes. 
This  would  be  particularly  important  for  elk.  This 
positive  effect  would  be  much  less  than  under 
management  options  that  would  limit  ORV  use  to 
designated  roads  and  trails. 

Restrictions  on  ORVs  would  reduce  stress,  dis- 
turbance, and  physical  habitat  loss;  however, 
where  oil,  gas,  and  mineral  potentials  are  moder- 
ate or  higher,  restrictions  would  be  of  limited 
value  to  the  wildlife  resource  in  the  long  term.  As 
the  number  of  new  roads  continued  to  proliferate 
in  association  with  energy  and  mineral  explora- 
tion and  development  activities,  these  new  roads 
then  would  qualify  as  existing  roads.  Thus,  the 
value  to  wildlife  from  ORV  restrictions  depends 
on  current  energy  and  mineral  development  as 
well  as  on  the  potential  for  such  development. 
Where  potentials  are  low,  the  restriction  would 
help  protect  habitat  and  wildlife  during  critical  life 
cycle  periods  such  as  winter  for  big  game  and 
spring  and  summer  for  nesting  raptors. 


Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Management 
Actions 

The  number  of  acres  or  miles  on  which  wildlife 
habitat  management  actions  would  be  carried  out 
and  the  HMP  areas  in  which  these  actions  would 
be  planned  are  described  in  chapter  2  under  "The 
Proposed  Plan."  These  management  actions 
would  provide  long-term  benefits  to  a  wide  variety 
of  fish  and  wildlife  species. 

A  total  of  1 22,000  additional  acres  of  high  prior- 
ity wildlife  habitat  would  receive  special  emphasis 
for  maintenance  or  improvement.  This  would  min- 
imize losses  or  degradation  of  high-value  habitat 
for  a  wide  variety  of  game  and  nongame  species. 

A  total  of  36,600  acres  in  three  raptor  concen- 
tration areas  (Atlantic  Rim,  Seminoe,  and  Sham- 
rock Hills)  would  be  designated  ACECs.  In  the  pro- 
posed ACECs,  plans  of  operations  would  be 
required  for' all  locatable  mineral  activities  that 
would  cause  surface  disturbance,  and  intensive 
spatial  and  temporal  management  of  disturbance 
would  be  applied  to  reduce  adverse  effects  on 
nesting  raptors  and  their  habitat. 

In  the  other  raptor  concentration  areas  that 
would  not  be  designated  ACECs  (80,960  acres), 
the  focus  on  maintaining  the  integrity  of  nesting 


habitat  would  be  less  clear  and  intense.  The  Wyo- 
ming BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines  would 
protect  the  birds  from  disturbance  during 
breeding/nesting  activities.  This  would  mean 
there  would  be  fewer  adverse  impacts  on  raptor 
populations  than  under  present  management. 
Plans  of  operations  would  be  required  for  locat- 
able minerals  activities  that  would  cause  surface 
disturbance  of  more  than  5  acres. 

With  the  northern  part  of  the  Baggs  elk  crucial 
winter  range  included  in  the  13,320-acre  Jep  Can- 
yon proposed  ACEC.thatareawould  receiveaddi- 
tional  management  emphasis.  Spatial  and  tempo- 
ral management  of  disturbance  in  the  enfi'-e 
crucial  winter  range  would  help  to  maintain  the 
integrity  of  the  crucial  winter  range  and  survival 
of  the  elk  herd.  On  271 ,500  additional  acres  of  cru- 
cial winter  range  for  big  game,  surface  disturb- 
ance would  be  intensively  mitigated  to  restore 
and/or  replace  lost  habitat.  This  would  reduce 
long-term  adverse  effects  on  big  game  species. 

The  Sand  Hills  area  would  be  designated  an 
ACEC  with  spatial  and  temporal  management  of 
disturbance.  Adverse  effects  would  be  reduced 
on  crucial  winter  range  for  elk  and  mule  deer  and 
on  the  fragile  ecosystem  in  general.  ORV  use 
would  be  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails. 
Some  problem  areas  such  as  blowouts  would  be 
reclaimed.  This  reclamation  would  improve  wild- 
life habitat  in  specific  areas.  However,  it  would  not 
offset  the  long-term  detrimental  effects  on  elk  and 
mule  deer  that  could  be  expected  as  new  roads 
were  authorized,  increasing  ORV  use.  See  the 
Wildlife  appendix  to  the  draft  EIS  for  further  expla- 
nation of  the  effect  of  ORV  limitations. 

The  proposed  Dune  Ponds  cooperative  man- 
agement area  would  receive  special  management 
attention  with  rehabilitation  or  mitigation  in  spe- 
cific problem  areas,  while  the  needs  of  ORV  users 
would  be  provided  for.  Long-term  benefits  would 
be  realized  by  fisheries,  waterfowl,  and  -^  variety 
of  other  wildlife  species  through  reduced  disturb- 
ance and  habitat  improvement. 

The  12-acre  white  pelican  colonial  nesting 
island  would  not  be  designated  an  ACEC.  The 
population  would  be  monitored  for  disturbance 
and  habitat  change.  The  BLM  would  pursue  a 
cooperative  agreement  with  the  Bureau  of  Recla- 
mation and  the  WGFD  for  management  of  the 
island.  Under  a  cooperative  agreement,  the  agen- 
cies could  implement  actions  that  would  protect 
the  colony  and  its  habitat  from  disturbance.  This 
would  help  to  ensure  the  continued  viability  of  the 
nesting  colony. 

Conclusions:  Under  the  proposed  RMP,  impacts 
on  wildlife  from  forestry  management  actions 
would  be  greater  in  the  short  term  than  under 
present  management.  Because  of  the  greater 
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volume  of  harvest,  short-term  adverse 
impacts  associated  with  roads  and  increased 
human  activity  would  be  greater  for  big  game 
and  other  wildlife  species.  The  combination 
of  reduced  elk  security  cover  on  Shirley 
Mountain  and  increased  human  activity  asso- 
ciated with  roads  could  cause  a  consequen- 
tial adverse  effect  on  elk.  In  the  long  term, 
maintenance  of  important  habitat  values 
would  be  ensured  by  application  of  forest 
wildlife  habitat  guidelines  and  by  mainte- 
nance of  forest  age  class  and  habitat  diver- 
sity. 

Effectsonwildlifefromlivestockgrazing  man- 
agement actions  would  vary  among  allot- 
ments and  could  be  either  adverse  or  benefi- 
cial, depending  on  the  effect  of  range 
improvements  on  livestock  distribution.  How- 
ever, benefits  would  be  realized  by  a  variety 
of  species  from  added  emphasis  on  enhance- 
ment of  wetland/riparian  areas. 

The  overall  effects  of  livestock  grazing  man- 
agement on  fisheries  would  be  neutral  over 
the  planning  area  as  a  whole. 

Cumulative  impacts  related  to  energy  devel- 
opment could  require  adjustment  to  lower 
grazing  capacities  and  thus  to  reduced  big 
game  population  objectives.  Mining  on  Atlan- 
tic Rim  would  disturb  high  priority  habitat 
types.  However,  the  committed  mitigations 
listed  in  the  Coal  appendix  would  minimize 
these  effects. 

Application  of  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard 
mitigation  guidelines  and  spatial  and  tempo- 
ral management  of  surfacedisturbance  in  key 
wildlife  habitat  areas  would  minimize  effects 
on  the  important  habitats  in  these  areas. 

Seasonal  stipulations  or  restrictions  requir- 
ing no  surface  disturbance  would  protect 
fish,  waterfowl,  game  birds,  beaver,  big  game, 
raptors,  and  a  variety  of  other  animals  during 
critical  periods.  However,  these  restrictions 
would  not  prevent  long-term  adverse  impacts 
on  raptors  and  big  game  that  could  be  caused 
by  losses  of  important  habitat  during  unres- 
tricted periods. 

If  market  conditions  for  uranium  improved, 
uranium  mining  could  cause  long-term 
adverse  effects  on  the  Baggs  elk  herd;  rnule 
deer,  sage  grouse,  and  antelope  in  the  south 
desert  area  west  of  Baggs;  sage  grouse  in  the 
Shirley  Basin  area;  and  sage  grouse  and  ante- 
lope in  the  Red  Desert  area. 


Metallic  mineral  exploration  and  mining 
could  have  adverse  impacts  on  mule  deer  in 
the  Ferris-Seminoe  area  and  on  elk,  mule 
deer,  and  bighorn  sheep  in  the  Encampment 
area. 

Bentonite  mining  could  cause  long-term 
adverse  effects  on  sage  grouse  and  antelope 
in  the  vicinity  of  Medicine  Bow.  A  potential 
black-footed  ferret  reintroduction  site  south 
of  Medicine  Bow  could  be  eliminated. 

In  areas  where  oil  and  gas  potential  is  low, 
ORV  management  actions  limiting  use  to 
existing  roads  and  trails  would  benefit  wild- 
life species  such  as  big  game  and  raptors  dur- 
ing critical  periods  by  reducing  the  potential 
for  disturbance.  In  areas  of  moderate  or 
higher  oil  and  gas  potential,  this  restriction 
would  be  of  limited  long-term  value  because 
roads  qualifying  for  use  would  continue  to 
proliferate. 

The  Shamrock  Hills  and  Seminoe  raptor  con- 
centration areas  and  a  portion  of  the  Atlantic 
Rim  RCA  would  be  designated  ACECs  with 
emphasis  on  spatial  or  temporal  manage- 
ment of  disturbance.  All  other  RCAs  would  be 
managed  spatially  and/or  temporally  to  min- 
imize disturbance.  Plans  of  operation  would 
be  required  for  locatable  mineral  location  in 
the  RCAs  designated  as  ACECs.  This  would 
reduce  cumulative  adverse  impacts  on  nest- 
ing raptors.  Disruption  of  the  integrity  of 
these  important  nesting  areas  and  physiolog-' 
ical  disturbance  of  nesting  pairs  would  be 
reduced. 

Potential  adverse  effects  on  the  Baggs  elk 
herd  would  be  minimized  through  spatial  and 
temporal  management  of  disturbance. 

The  Sand  Hills  area  would  be  managed  under 
an  ACEC  designation.  Mule  deer,  elk,  and 
other  species  would  benefit  from  spatial  and 
temporal  management  of  disturbance  related 
to  oil  and  gas  development  and  locatable  min- 
eral location.  However,  ORV  use  would  con- 
tinue to  be  allowed  on  existing  roads  and 
trails,  and  this  could  result  in  cumulative 
adverse  effects  for  wildlife  should  the  number 
of  roads  increase  over  time. 

The  continued  viability  of  the  nesting  colony 
of  white  pelicans  would  be  enhanced. 
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Consultation  and  Coordination 


PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION 

Public  participation  during  early  parts  of  the 
RMP  process  are  described  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
Public  participation  since  publication  of  that  doc- 
ument is  described  in  this  section. 

Availability  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  for  review  and 
comment  was  announced  through  a  notice  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register  on  June  19,  1987,  a 
news  release  issued  at  the  same  time,  and  letters 
to  everyone  on  the  Medicine  Bow-Divide  mailing 
list.  These  notices  and  letters  also  announced  the 
public  hearings  scheduled  for  August  1987. 

The  BLM  received  a  total  of  175  letters  on  the 
draft  document.  In  addition,  oral  comments  about 
the  RMP/EIS  were  made  at  a  public  hearing  in 
Rawlins  and  at  a  meeting  of  the  Rawlins  District 
Grazing  Advisory  Council.  These  comments  and 
the  ELM'S  responses  appear  later  in  this  chapter. 

A  total  of  28  people  attended  formal  hearings 
in  Rawlins  (August  1 1 ,  1987)  and  Laramie  (August 
12).  In  addition,  three  people  attended  a  public 
meeting  in  Baggs  on  August  5. 

The  BLM,  the  WGFD,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (USFWS).  the  National  Wildlife  Federa- 
tion, the  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation,  and  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Energy  Company  attended  a 
series  of  meetings  to  determine  the  stipulations 
and  restrictions,  if  any,  that  should  apply  to  coal 
mining  in  the  Atlantic  Rim  area.  The  conclusions 
reached  by  this  group  are  presented  in  the  Coal 
appendix  to  this  document  under  the  discussion 
of  unsuitability  criterion  15  for  the  Atlantic  Rim 
area.  The  BLM  will  coordinate  with  WGFD, 
USFWS,  the  National  Wildlife  Federation,  and  the 
Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation  on  further  definition 
of  the  stipulations  to  be  applied  in  that  area. 

There  have  been  numerous  other  formal  and 
informal  meetings  with  members  of  the  public  to 
discuss  the  RMP.  Records  of  these  meetings  are 
being  maintained  in  the  Great  Divide  Resource 
Area  office. 

The  BLM  prepared  a  biological  assessment  for 
threatened  and  endangered  species  and  pre- 
sented it  to  the  USFWS  as  required  by  section  7 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as 
amended.  The  USFWS  finding  was  "no  effect"  on 
the  listed  species.  A  copy  of  the  biological  assess- 
ment is  on  file  in  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area 
office.  A  copy  of  the  USFWS  biological  opinion 
memorandum  is  reproduced  in  the  public  com- 
ments section  of  this  document. 


COORDINATION  AND 
CONSULTATION 

Coordination 

Coordination  with  other  agencies  and  consis- 
tency with  other  plans  was  accomplished  through 
ongoing  communication  and  cooperative  efforts 
between  the  BLM  and  involved  federal,  state,  and 
local  agencies  and  organizations. 

The  Wyoming  Governor's  Clearinghou?"  was 
supplied  with  numerous  copies  of  this  draft  doc- 
ument for  review  to  ensure  consistency  with  the 
state's  ongoing  plans.  The  RMP  team  has 
reviewed  county  land-use  plans  to  ensure  consis- 
tency. The  BLM  also  has  coordinated  with  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  managers  of  the  Seminoe  Reser- 
voir and  with  officials  of  the  Medicine  Bow 
National  Forest. 

Local  groups  have  been  consulted  to  ensure 
that  all  parties  are  aware  of  the  plan  and  objec- 
tives. 


Consultation 


Agencies  and  Organizations  Consulted 

The  RMP/EIS  team  has  consulted  with  and/or 
received  input  from  numerous  organizations  dur- 
ng  the  development  of  the  document.  The  follow- 
ng  list  is  representative  of  the  agencies  that  have 
ndicated  an  interest  in  the  Medicine  Bow-Divide 
RMP/EIS  and  that  have  been  contacted  during  the 
planning  process.  This  list  is  not  inclusive.  A  com- 
plete list  is  on  file  at  the  office  of  the  Great  Divide 
Resource  Area. 


Federal  Agencies 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Forest  Service 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
Department  of  Commerce 
Department  of  Defense 

U.S.  Air  Force 
Department  of  Energy 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Department  of  the  interior 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (other  offices) 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
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Department  of  the  Interior  (continued) 

Geological  Survey 

National  Park  Service 

Office  of  Surface  Mining 
Department  of  Transportation 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Tennessee  Valley  Autfiority 


Federal  Elected  Officials 

Office  of  Senator  Alan  Simpson 
Office  of  Senator  Malcolm  Wallop 
Office  of  Representative  Dick  Cheney 


State  Agencies,  Commissions,  and  University 

State  of  Wyoming 

Archives,  Museums,  and  Historical  Department 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

Game  and  Fish  Department 

Geological  Survey 

Highway  Department 

Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission 

Public  Lands  Commission 

Public  Lands  and  Farm  Loan  District 

Recreation  Commission 

State  Engineer's  Office 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

State  Planning  Coordinator's  Office 

University  of  Wyoming  (various  departments) 


State  Elected  Officials 

Wyoming  Governor's  Office 

State  senators  and  state  representatives  from  Albany,  Car- 
bon, Laramie,  and  Sweetw^ater  counties 

Counties  and  Cities 

Cities  and  towns  of  Bairoil,  Cheyenne,  Encampment,  Hanna, 
Laramie,  Medicine  Bow,  Rawlins,  Saratoga,  and  Wamsutter 

County  commissioners,  county  planning  commissions,  and 
weed  and  pest  control  districts  of  Albany,  Carbon,  Laramie, 
and  Sweetwater  counties 


DISTRIBUTION 

in  addition  to  the  agencies  and  offices  listed 
above,  notices,  requests  for  comments,  and  cop- 
ies of  this  document  have  been  sent  to  busi- 
nesses, organizations,  interest  groups,  and  indi- 
viduals. Copies  of  the  RMP/EIS  are  available  for 
review  in  the  BLM  offices  at  Rawlins,  Lander,  Wor- 
land,  Rock  Springs,  Cheyenne,  and  Casper  and 
in  the  county  libraries  in  Albany,  Carbon,  Lara- 
mie, and  Sweetwater  counties. 


PROTEST  PROVISION 

All  parts  of  the  proposed  Medicine  Bow/Divide 
(Great  Divide)  RMP  may  be  protested  except  the 
preliminary  wilderness  suitability  recommenda- 
tions. The  procedures  for  protestin';  -ire  delin- 
eated in  43  CFR  1 61 0.5-2  and  are  reprinted  in  their 
entirety  below. 

1610.5-2  Protest  procedures. 

(a)Any  person  who  participated  in  the  planning  process  and 
has  an  interest  which  is  or  may  be  adversely  affected  by 
the  approval  or  amendment  of  a  resource  management 
plan  may  protest  such  approval  or  amendment.  A  protest 
may  raise  only  those  issues  which  were  submitted  for  the 
record  during  the  planning  process. 

(l)The  protest  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  be  filed  with 
the  Director.  The  protest  shall  be  filed  within  30  days  of  the 
date  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  published  the 
notice  of  receipt  of  the  final  environmental  impact  statement 
containing  the  plan  or  amendment  in  the  Federal  Registef  For 
an  amendment  not  requiring  the  preparation  of  an  environ- 
mental impact  statement,  the  protest  shall  be  filed  within  30 
days  of  the  publication  of  the  notice  of  its  effective  date. 

(2)The  protest  shall  contain: 

(i)The  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number  and 
interest  of  the  person  filing  the  protest; 

(ii)A  statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  being  protested: 

(iii)A  statement  of  the  part  or  parts  of  the  plan  or  amend- 
ment being  protested; 

(iv)A  copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue  or 
issues  that  were  submitted  during  the  planning  pro- 
cess by  the  protesting  party  or  an  indication  of  the 
date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  for  the  rec- 
ord; and 

(v)A  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  State  Direc- 
tor's decision  is  believed  to  be  wrong. 

(3)The  Director  shall  promptly  render  a  decision  on  the 
protest.  The  decision  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  set  forth 
the  reasons  forthe  decision.  The  decision  shall  be  sent  to  the 
protesting  party  by  certified  mail,  return  receipt  requested. 

(b)The  decision  of  the  Director  shall  be  the  final  decision  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Protests  should  be  filed  with  the  Director  (760), 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  U.S.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  1800  C  Street  NW,  Washington,  D.C. 
20240. 

Note  that  recommendations  on  wilderness 
study  areas  (WSAs)  may  not  be  protested  since 
the  BLM  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  are 
merely  making  recommendations  to  the  Presi- 
dent. Protests  on  these  recommendations  will  be 
returned  to  the  protesting  party. 
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PREPARERS  OF 
DOCUMENT 


the  comments  from  meetings  and  the  copies  of 
letters  received.  The  general  responses  will  be 
referred  to  as  necessary  in  the  responses  to  ■ 
vidual  comments. 


Introduction 

This  proposed  RMP/finai  EiS  was  prepared  by 
most  of  the  people  listed  as  preparers  on  page  301 
of  the  draft  document.  There  have  been  a  few 
changes  and  additions,  which  are  described 
below. 


Added  Duties 

The  following  individuals,  who  are  listed  in  the 
draft  EIS,  had  additional  duties  in  the  final  EIS. 

Walt  George  served  on  the  core  team  for  lands. 

Robert  Janssen  coordinated  preparation  of  the 
revised  Coal  appendix. 

Tom  Rinkes  served  on  the  core  team  for  wildlife. 


Added  Preparer 

The  following  person  was  not  listed  in  the  draft 
EIS  but  contributed  to  the  final  EiS. 

Connie  Breckenridge,  Biological  Technician 

Qualifications:  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1 
year;  U.S.  Forest  Service,  2  years;  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  2  years.  B.S.,  Fisheries  and  Wild- 
life Biology,  Iowa  State  University. 

Responsibility:  Mapping,  compilation  of  wildlife 
data. 


COMMENTS  AND 
RESPONSES 

Introduction 

There  are  three  major  sections  of  responses  to 
comments  in  this  chapter:  (a)  general  responses 
covering  areas  of  concern  mentioned  in  several 
comments,  (b)  oral  comments  received  at  meet- 
ings, with  responses,  and  (c)  comments  received 
in  letters,  and  responses. 

Certain  areas  of  concern  were  mentioned  in  sev- 
eral comments.  To  avoid  repetition  and  fragmen- 
tation of  discussion  of  these  issues,  we  have 
included  a  section  of  "general  responses"  before 


General  Responses 


1:  Medicine  Bow  Wilderness  EIS 

Comments  concerning  the  draft  Medicine  Bow 
wilderness  EIS  will  be  considered  in  the  final  ver- 
sion of  that  document,  which  is  now  being  pre- 
pared. The  final  EIS  will  analyze  management 
options  forthe  Prospect  Mountain,  Bennett  Moun- 
tains, and  Encampment  River  Canyon  WSAs. 
Each  individual  on  the  mailing  list  for  the  Medi- 
cine Bow  wilderness  EIS  will  receive  a  copy  of  the 
final  EIS. 

Through  wilderness  study  reports,  the  BLM  will 
make  preliminary  recommendations  as  to 
whether  each  WSA  is  suitable  or  nonsuitable  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System  (NWPS).  These  recommendations  will  be 
reported  to  Congress  through  the  director  of  the 
BLM,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Pres- 
ident. Final  determination  to  designate  or  not  to 
designate  an  area  as  wilderness  can  be  made  only 
by  Congress. 


2:  Planning  Tiers 

Many  commenters  suggested  changes  to  the' 
RMP/EIS  that  are  inappropriate  for  this  stage  of 
the  BLM  planning  system.  Some  comments  sug- 
gested courses  of  action  for  the  RMP  that  were 
inconsistent  with  policy  tier  guidance;  others  sug- 
gested including  a  level  of  detail  that  is  reserved 
for  the  more  site-specific  activity  planning  tier. 

The  BLM  planning  system  is  divided  into  three 
distinct  tiers.  Each  subsequent  tier  builds  on  the 
base  established  by  the  previous  one.  The  tiers 
are  as  follows: 

The  policy  tier  identifies  goals,  objectives, 
priorities,  and  other  factors  for  use  in  manag- 
ing the  public  land  resource.  Policy  is  estab- 
lished in  public  laws,  regulations,  executive 
orders,  court  orders,  guidance  from  BLM 
state  directors,  and  approved  documents 
issued  by  the  President,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  or  the  director  of  the  BLM. 

The  resource  management  p/an//er  establishes 
in  a  land  use  plan  the  combinations  of  land 
uses  and  resource  uses,  related  levels  of  pro- 
duction or  protection  to  be  maintained,  and 
general    management   practices    and    con- 
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straints  for  the  various  public  land  resources 
covered  by  the  plan.  This  RMP/EIS  is  a  part 
of  the  resource  management  plan  tier. 

The  activity  plan  tier  provides  for  the  develop- 
ment of  plans  more  detailed,  more  site  spe- 
cific, and  more  limited  in  scope  than  the 
resource  management  plan  tier.  The  activity 
plan  tier  is  initiated  as  necessary  after  an  RMP 
is  completed.  An  activity  plan  shows  in  detail 
how  particular  actions  are  to  be  carried  out 
site-specifically  to  accomplish  the  objectives 
of  the  RMP.  Activity  plans  are  such  docu- 
ments as  AMPs,  HMPs,  and  use  authoriza- 
tions. 

The  Great  Divide  RMP  must  be  consistent  with 
established  BLM  policy.  Restating  policy  in  the 
RMP  is  unnecessary.  Suggested  courses  of  action 
thatare  inconsistent  with  policy  tierguidancecan- 
not  be  included  in  the  RMP. 

The  RMP  tier  of  the  BLM's  planning  system  is 
designed  to  establish  the  general  management 
practices  and  constraints  for  various  public  land 
resources.  RMPs  establish  general  objectives  for 
resource  management  without  prescribing  the 
details  of  accomplishing  those  objectives.  More 
detail  on  accomplishing  the  general  guidance  in 
the  RMP  is  developed  in  the  activity  plan  tier. 

Many  comments  suggested  including  a  greater 
level  of  detail  than  is  appropriate  for  the  RMP  tier. 
These  concerns  will  be  addressed  during  activity 
planning. 

Activity  plans  refine  the  general  RMP  decisions 
and  establish  specific  site  plans  and  locations, 
stipulations,  schedules,  priorities,  and  detailed  re- 
source monitoring  requirements.  The  activity 
planning  level  also  is  the  appropriate  time  for 
undertal<ing  relevant,  in-depth  economic  analy- 
ses to  determine  benefit/cost  relationships,  effi- 
ciencies, and  priorities  for  activities.  BLM  manag- 
ers consider  such  economic  determinations, 
along  with  many  other  factors,  before  any  given 
activity  plan  is  adopted. 

Some  types  of  activity  plans  that  will  be  devel- 
oped or  revised  after  approval  of  the  RMP  are 
HMPS,  recreation  activity  management  plans 
(RAMPs),  forest  management  plans  (FMPs), 
AMPs,  cultural  resource  management  plans,  and 
watershed  management  plans.  Other  types  of 
activity  plans  are  use  authorizations  such  as 
timber  sales  and  approved  APDs.  Site-specific 
consideration  of  land  exchanges  and  other  dispos- 
als is  another  example  of  activity  planning. 

The  first  order  of  business  in  activity  planning 
often  is  to  conduct  inventories  to  refine  our  knowl- 
edge of  the  task  at  hand.  RMPs  are  prepared 
within  "real-world"  funding  and  workforce  con- 
straints that  do  not  allow  us  to  have  complete. 


detailed  knowledge  of  every  resource  manage; 
ment  situation.  Over  a  large  and  diverse  planniiP 
area,  each  situation  that  is  encountered  is  uniqi 
and  management  actions  must  be  based  on  site- 
specific  information. 

Environmental  analysis  will  be  carried  out  dL 
ing  development  of  activity  plans.  Activity  pi-  ■ 
ning  will  be  conducted  in  public  view.  Involvg 
ment  of  the  public  and  other  agencies  wil 
actively  solicited  as  appropriate. 


3:  Content  of  the  RMP/EIS 
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Many  comments  suggested  that  we  include 
additional  analysis  or  affected  environment  bacl« 
ground  information  in  the  document.  We  ha\B 
included  the  suggested  information  in  the  pro- 
posed RMP/final  EIS  where  we  determined  that 
it  was  appropriate  for  the  RMP  tier  of  the  BLM  platB 
ning  system  (see  general  response  2)  and  thatB 
was  pertinent  to  the  analysis  or  would  hein  us  to 
make  a  reasoned  choice  among  the  alternative^ 
If  this  was  not  the  case,  the  information  was  n 
included  in- the  final  document. 


The  potential  effects  on  various  environment^ 
components  were  carefully  considered  when  tf 
RMP/EIS  was  prepared.  If  we  determined  thj 
there  would  be  no  effect  on  a  pT-ti  ular  environ- 
mental component,  it  was  not  discussed  in  dete 
in  the  analysis.  The  '     t  that  there  would  be 
effect  was  mentioned  under  the  "Assumption^ 
sections  to  document  that  potential  effects  were 
considered. 
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Some  activities  are  regulated  by  federal  or  stal 
agencies  to  prevent  adverse  environmental 
effects,  and  effects  are  not  projected.  When 
effects  on  a  resource  are  projected  from 
action,  the  analysis  may  not  include  discussion  i 
that  action  or  resource.  For  example,  under  43 
CFR  3160,  produced  water  is  regulated  by  th 
BLM  and  by  agencies  of  the  state  of  Wyoming, 
water  produced  during  oil  and  gas  activities  musT 
be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  regulation^ 
This  ensures  protection  of  pure  water,  both  sul 
face  and  subsurface.  Since  no  effect  on  pu| 
water  is  projected,  analysis  in  the  RMP/EIS  would 
be  inappropriate.  _ 

An  EIS  is  intended  to  be  analytic  in  nature,  n^ 
encyclopedic.  The  intent  of  chapter  3  in  the  doc- 
ument is  to  describe  the  environmental  comp(> 
nents  that  would  be  affected  by  implementaticB 
of  the  RMP  alternatives.  Some  other  informaticJi 
is  presented  in  that  chapterto  give  a  general  over- 
view of  the  resource.  Information  that  is  not  neq 
essary  for  an  understanding  of  the  analysis  of  t^ 
environmental  consequences  of  the  alternative 
considered  should  not  be  included  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  affected  environment. 
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4:  Assumptions  and  Proposed 
Management  Actions 

Some  comments  seemed  to  indicate  confusion 
aboutthedifference  between  assumptons  and  pro- 
posed  management  actions  in  the  draft  document. 
For  the  purposes  of  analysis,  some  assumptions 
or  projections  have  been  made  about  future  con- 
ditions. Most  of  these  are  presented  in  chapter  4 
of  the  draft  document,  but  some  are  in  chapter  2 
to  facilitate  comparison  of  the  alternatives.  It 
appears  that  the  difference  was  not  made  clear  in 
the  draft  RMP/EIS.  We  have  tried  to  clarify  the 
areas  of  confusion  in  this  final  document. 

The  management  actions  that  would  be  imple- 
mented under  each  alternative  are  shown  in  chap- 
ter 2  of  the  draft  document.  In  this  proposed  RMP/ 
final  EIS,  the  management  actions  that  would  be 
carried  out  under  the  proposed  plan  are  de- 
scribed in  chapter  2  of  this  document.  For  exam- 
ple, part  of  the  proposed  management  action  for 
livestock  grazing  in  the  proposed  RMP  would  be 
to  implement  grazing  treatments  that  will  achieve 
the  livestock  grazing  objective.  For  purposes  of 
analysis,  we  project  that  authorized  livestock  use 
would  be  about  186,972  AUMs  in  the  long  term 
as  a  result  of  the  grazing  treatments.  This  figure 
is  not  a  proposed  management  action;  it  is  a  pro- 
jection presented  for  analysis  purposes.  The 
actual  amount  of  available  forage  will  depend  on 
the  success  or  failure  of  the  management  actions 
carried  out,  and  it  will  vary  from  year  to  year  and 
allotment  to  allotment.  No  adjustments  in  autho- 
rized use  will  be  made  until  adequate  data  are 
acquired  through  monitoring  of  grazing  allot- 
ments. 

The  management  actions  of  the  selected  plan 
will  guide  management  activities  and  further  plan- 
ning in  the  future. 

There  also  seems  to  have  been  confusion  about 
the  proposed  management  actions  regarding  oil 
and  gas  lease  restrictions  and  the  projections  or 
assumptions  about  the  acreages  that  would  be  af- 
fected. The  proposed  management  actions  would 
place  restrictions  on  leases  to  protect  resources 
in  certain  areas  such  as  steep  slopes,  riparian 
areas,  and  historic  trails.  The  acreages  that  would 
be  affected  by  these  restrictions  are  estimates 
based  on  our  best  available  information. 

in  chapter  2  of  this  final  document,  we  have 
tried  to  be  more  explicit  in  identifying  assump- 
tions or  projections  to  distinguish  them  from  pro- 
posed management  actions  so  that  these  areas  of 
confusion  can  be  clarified. 


5:  Monitoring 

Several  commenters  suggested  that  a  detailed 
monitoring  plan  be  included  in  the  RMP.  Moni- 
toring of  the  effectiveness  of  management  actions 
will  begin  after  the  plan  is  implemented.  Detailed 
requirements  for  monitoring  will  be  developed 
during  activity  planning  (detailed  in  general 
response  2),  Before  specific  management  actions 
are  identified,  attempts  to  formulate  a  monitoring 
plan  would  be  premature.  Where  monitoring 
needs  are  known,  they  are  included  in  the  pro- 
posed plan. 

For  livestock  grazing  management,  monitoring 
will  begin  upon  approval  of  the  RMP.  Following 
selection  of  the  RMP,  a  rangeland  program  sum- 
mary will  be  prepared  and  distributed.  Grazing 
decisions  and  agreements  to  be  issued  as  part  of 
the  RPS  will  specify  initial  livestock  grazing  use 
levels.  They  also  will  identify  the  monitoring  data 
needed  and  the  procedures  to  be  used  in  deter- 
mining the  extent  of  future  adjustments.  Within 
five  years,  monitoring  data  will  be  used  in  prepa- 
ration of  an  updated  RPS. 

Livestock  grazing  monitoring  studies  will  be 
conducted  during  the  short  term  and  will  continue 
throughout  the  life  of  the  plan.  The  various  types 
of  monitoring  studies  available  are  described  on 
page  41 0  of  the  Livestock  Grazing  appendix  to  the 
draft  RMP/EIS. 

Wildlife  habitat  inventories  and  monitoring  are 
listed  by  HMP  area  in  table  6  in  chapter  2. 


6:  Ecological  Range  Condition 

Several  commenters  seemed  to  have  the  impres- 
sion that  the  prevailing  ecological  condition  class 
in  the  Medicine  Bow  grazing  EIS  area  is  poor. 
However,  in  more  than  two-thirds  of  that  area,  the 
ecological  range  condition  is  good  or  excellent. 
In  almost  one-third  of  the  grazing  EIS  area,  the 
condition  is  fair,  and  only  slightly  more  than  1% 
of  the  area  can  be  considered  to  have  poor  eco- 
logical range  condition.  These  facts  are  stated  in 
chapter  3  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  and  acreages  of 
condition  classes  are  delineated  by  allotment  in 
the  Livestock  Grazing  appendix  to  the  draft  doc- 
ument. 

Another  impression  seems  to  be  that  BLM  is  pro- 
posing to  increase  authorized  livestock  use  in 
areas  of  poor  ecological  condition  and  that  this 
would  make  the  condition  even  worse,  to  the  det- 
riment of  wildlife  habitat,  soils,  and  watershed 
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values.  As  explained  in  general  response  4,  the 
proposed  management  action  for  livestock  graz- 
ing is  to  implement  grazing  treatments  to  achieve 
the  livestock  grazing  objective. 

Increases  in  livestock  grazing  preference  would 
be  granted  only  where  additional  forage  produc- 
tion is  permanently  available  and  the  forage  re- 
quirements of  other  grazing  animals  (wildlife  and 
wild  horses)  and  watershed  management  require- 
ments have  been  met.  The  increased  forage  pro- 
duction would  be  verified  through  monitoring 
before  grazing  preference  could  be  permanently 
adjusted.  We  are  not  proposing  to  increase  autho- 
rized livestock  use  to  the  detriment  of  wildlife  hab- 
itat or  of  soils  and  watershed  values. 


7:  Riparian  Vegetation 

Several  letters  expressed  concern  about 
improvement  of  riparian  areas  in  the  planning 
area. 

In  the  more  than  1  million  acres  of  public  land 
in  the  Medicine  Bow  grazing  EIS  area,  it  is  esti- 
mated that  approximately  3,911  acres  contain  ri- 
parian vegetation.  This  is  less  than  ^i  of  1%  of  the 
public  land  in  the  grazing  EIS  area.  Of  the  riparian 
vegetation  that  has  been  inventoried,  the  ecolog- 
ical range  condition  of  less  than  9%  is  good  or 
excellent,  66%  is  in  fair  condition,  and  25%  is  in 
poor  condition. 

In  the  allotments  scheduled  for  AMP  develop- 
ment ("I"  allotments),  livestock  grazing  would  be 
excluded  from  an  estimated  total  of  67  acres  of 
riparian  areas  until  their  condition  could  improve 
enough  to  support  limited  seasonal  grazing.  In 
addition,  riparian  pastures  would  be  included  in 
grazing  systems  to  be  developed,  or  other  treat- 
ments would  be  used  to  improve  riparian  areas. 
It  is  estimated  that  1,658  acres  of  riparian  areas 
would  be  improved. 

Existing  riparian  vegetation  could  be  improved, 
and  possibly  new  riparian  vegetation  could  be  cre- 
ated, through  construction  of  reservoir  fences  to 
exclude  livestock,  with  water  piped  to  a  trough  out- 
side the  fence.  Approximately  56  acres  surround- 
ing existing  reservoirs  could  be  improved  in  this 
manner. 

An  approximate  total  of  1,781  acres  of  riparian 
areas  are  proposed  for  improvement  actions  in 
the  proposed  RMP.  This  is  46%  of  the  riparian 
vegetation  in  the  Medicine  Bow  grazing  EIS  area. 
Specific  grazing  treatments,  monitoring  systems, 
and  schedules  will  be  established  as  AMPs  are 
developed. 

Other  actions  to  improve  riparian  areas  and 
address  small  problem  areas  can  be  taken  regard- 


loss  of  the  allotment  category.  A  detailed  inven- 
tory of  riparian  area  condition  and  management 
needs  will  be  a  high  priority  workload  involving 
considerable  effort  during  the  first  few  years  of 
implementation. 

Requests  for  changes  in  kind  of  livestock  from 
sheep  to  cattle  would  be  considered  along  with 
management  actions  to  maintain  or  improve  ripar- 
ian condition. 


8:  Split  Estate 

The  proposed  management  actions  in  the  pro- 
posed plan  would  apply  only  to  surface  and  sub- 
surface resources  administered  by  the  BLM.  In 
areas  of  split  estate  (different  ownerships  of  sur- 
face and  subsurface  minerals,  usually  private  sur- 
face over  federal  minerals),  the  management 
actions  would  apply  only  to  regul-^tion  of  federally 
authorized  mineral  activities;  the  surface  owner 
would  manage  the  surface. 

The  estimated  acreages  of  oil  and  gas  lease  res- 
trictions listed  in  the  proposed  plan  are  based  on 
acreages  of  federally  owned  minerals,  regardless 
of  whether  the  surface  is  federally  or  owned  or 
under  other  ownership.  Oil  and  gas  leases  on  split 
estate  in  the  planning  area  have  been  and  will  con- 
tinue to  be  issued  with  the  standard  oil  and  gas 
stipulations.  Application  of  stipulations  is  appro- 
priate in  that  the  BLM  has  the  authority  to  take 
reasonable  measures  to  avoid  or  minimize 
adverse  environmental  impacts  that  nay  result 
from  federally  authorized  activities  (elated  to  min- 
eral leasing.  The  BLM  informs  pot'vitiei  lessees 
of  the  requirements  that  could  l        liurced. 

Under  the  proposed  RMP,  5  million  acres  of  fed- 
eral mineral  estate  would  be  open  to  leasing.  Of 
this,  BLM  manages  the  surfa^  m  4  million  acres. 
Standard  stipulations  would  be  appii-  '"  the  5 
million  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  as 
explained  above. 

Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preserva- 
tion Act  of  1966,  as  amended,  and  its  implement- 
ing regulations  (36  CFR  800)  require  that  ft  Jeral 
agencies  consider  the  effects  of  their  actions  on 
cultural  resources  determined  to  be  eligible  for 
inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  It  further  requires  that  we  do  so  in  consul- 
tation with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
and,  under  certain  circumstances,  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation. 

The  law  and  its  implementing  regulations  make 
no  distinction  between  eligible  cultural  resources 
on  federal  lands  and  those  on  private  lands.  Con- 
sequently, it  is  the  BLM's  responsibility  to  con- 
sider the  effects  of  our  actions  on  eligible  cultural 
resources  on  split  estate  lands.  Inability  to  obtain 
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permission  from  a  private  landowner  does  not 
relieve  us  of  our  consultation  responsibilities. 

This  RMP/EIS  covers  management  of  the  fed- 
eral minerals  underlying  nonfederal  lands  but  not 
the  federal  minerals  underlying  national  forests. 
The  Forest  Service  mal<es  land-use  planning  deci- 
sions for  minerals  underlying  lands  administered 
by  that  agency. 


9:  Land  Disposals 

The  proposed  RMP  identifies  lands  that  appear 
to  meet  the  FLPMA  crite/ia  for  disposal  and  that 
would  be  available  to  be  considered  for  disposal. 
!t  does  not  specify  a  preference  for  the  use  of  one 
method  of  disposal  over  another,  nor  does  it  man- 
date that  any  of  the  identified  tracts  will  be  dis- 
posed of.  Specific  consideration  would  be  given 
to  each  proposal  for  disposing  of  lands,  and  an 
environmental  analysis  would  be  conducted  in 
each  case  before  any  disposal  action  would  be 
taken.  This  is  a  part  of  activity  planning  (see 
genera!  response  2). 

In  the  Lands  appendix  to  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  on 
page  335,  is  a  list  of  the  criteria  that  would  be 
applied  to  each  tract  before  any  further  disposal 
action  could  be  taken.  Among  those  criteria  is  a 
provision  that  lands  would  not  be  disposed  of  if 
they  had  been  found  to  contain  high  value  wild- 
life, recreation,  or  other  resource  values  or  to  have 
overriding  public  values.  However,  certain  excep- 
tions may  apply. 

Procedures  for  landownership  adjustments 
also  are  discussed  in  the  Lands  appendix,  pages 
335  and  336.  Sales  and  exchanges  are  the  primary 
methods  for  effecting  changes  in  landownership. 
The  order  of  their  discussion  in  the  Lands  appen- 
dix should  not  be  interpreted  as  an  order  of  pref- 
erence for  land  adjustment  actions.  The  BLM's  pri- 
mary objectives  of  land  adjustment  actions  are  to 
increase  the  cost-effectiveness  of  land  manage- 
ment by  eliminating  isolated  parcels,  to  provide 
for  local  social  and  economic  needs,  and  to  en- 
hance the  uses  and  values  of  existing  public 
lands.  The  BLM  will  employ  either  sale  or 
exchange  actions  to  meet  these  objectives. 

Public  access  will  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the 
process  of  determining  whether  specific  parcels 
would  be  disposed  of.  Appropriate  public  input 
will  be  solicited  and  considered  in  all  phases  of 
disposal  actions. 


10:  Withdrawals  and  Classifications 

The  withdrawals  and  classifications  discussed 
in  the  RMP  could  be  envisioned  as  falling  into  two 
broad  categories;  segregation  from  surface  entry 


and  segregation  from  mineral  location.  Some  with- 
drawals or  classifications  fall  into  both  categories. 

Segregations  from  surface  entry  limit  operation 
of  the  land  laws,  including  those  pertaining  to  dis- 
posal of  public  lands.  An  example  is  the  C&MU 
classifications  under  the  Classification  and  Multi- 
ple Use  Act  of  1964. 

Segregation  from  mineral  location  Mmits  oper- 
ation of  the  mining  laws  pertaining  to  locatable 
minerals.  Such  segregations  are  placed  on  areas 
with  important  values  that  cannot  be  adequately 
protected  by  other  means.  An  example  is  the  pub- 
lic water  reserve  withdrawals  that  segregate 
against  the  location  of  nonmetalliferous  minerals. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  document,  classifica- 
tions that  segregate  public  land  from  operation  of 
the  land  laws  (such  as  disposal),  from  mineral  lo- 
cation, or  from  mineral  leasing  are  discussed  as 
"withdrawals." 

Under  the  proposed  RMP,  most  existing  with- 
drawals and  classifications  would  be  revoked 
because  they  are  no  longer  serving  their  intended 
purpose.  For  example,  the  C&MU  classifications 
were  interim  classifications  that  allowed  a  four- 
year  grace  period  from  disposals  while  the  lands 
were  classified  for  either  multiple-use  manage- 
ment or  disposal.  The  multiple-use  provisions  of 
FLPMA  have  replaced  the  purpose  and  objectives 
of  the  C&MU  classifications. 

Another  example  of  withdrawals  that  could  be 
revoked  is  the  coal  and  oil  shale  withdrawals. 
These  withdrawals  cover  approximately  600,000 
acres  of  the  903,000  acres  of  withdrawals  from 
mineral  location  in  the  planning  area.  The  pur- 
pose of  these  withdrawals  was  to  prevent  the  loss 
of  federal  revenues  from  these  leasable  minerals 
through  patent  actions  under  the  general  mineral 
laws.  The  Mineral  Leasing  Act  removed  this 
threat,  so  the  withdrawals  are  no  longer  neces- 
sary. In  effect,  they  unnecessarily  restrict  mineral 
and  other  activities. 

Withdrawals  and  classifications  will  be 
reviewed  individually  to  see  if  they  are  still  serving 
their  intended  purpose  before  they  are  revoked. 
This  review  will  include  appropriate  environmen- 
tal analysis  and  public  involvement.  Review  status 
is  listed  in  table  5  in  the  draft  document.  Addi- 
tional review  is  scheduled  for  fiscal  years  1988 
and  1989  in  this  planning  area. 

Withdrawals  from  mineral  location  pertain  to 
locatable  minerals.  They  do  not  restrict  leasable 
mineral  activities. 

As  we  explained  on  page  20  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS,  withdrawals  or  classifications  involved  in  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Federation  (NWF)  v.  Burford,  et  al.  will 
not  be  revoked  until  the  lawsuit  is  settled. 
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Responses  to  individual 
Comments 

Introduction 

Oral  comments  were  received  at  the  public  hear- 
ings in  Rawlins  and  Laramie  and  at  a  meeting  of 
the  Rawlins  District  Grazing  Advisory  Board.  A 
brief  report  of  the  comments  at  the  Grazing  Advi- 
sory Board  meeting  appears  in  the  section  on  oral 
comments,  which  also  contains  a  transcript  of  the 
public  hearing  in  Rawlins.  The  only  comment 
received  at  the  Laramie  public  hearing  did  not  per- 
tain specifically  to  the  RMP/EIS;  rather,  it  was  a 
general  comment  on  BLfvl  recreation  manage- 
ment. Therefore,  the  transcript  of  that  hearing  has 
not  been  reproduced  in  this  document.  It  is  avail- 
able for  review  at  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area 
office. 

Numbers  have  been  inserted  on  the  meeting 
reports  to  identify  individual  comments,  and  cor- 


respondingly numbered  responses  to  the  com- 
ments follow  each  report. 

Similarly,  the  letters  received  are  reproduced 
herein,  with  numbers  to  identify  the  separatecom- 
ments,  and  numbered  respnn=;ps  follow  each 
letter.      A  few  letters  havu  ■■  >psd  verbatim 

for  better  readability. 

All  the  comments  that  were  received  on  the 
draft  RMP/EIS  are  listed  in  table  14.  The  meetings 
at  which  oral  comments  were  made  are  listed  first, 
followed  by  a  list  of  comment  letters,  which  are 
numbered  in  the  order  in  which  they  were 
received.  The  person  or  organization  comment- 
ing and  the  the  topics  discussed  in  each  are  iden- 
tified. Some  letters  pertained  only  to  wilderness; 
those  letters  are  not  reproduced  in  this  > '  :  ment 
because  they  will  be  addressed  in  dei..!  i.-  the 
final  Medicine  Bow  wilderness  EIS.  An  asit;i  isk  by 
a  meeting  description  or  a  letter  number  on  the 
table  indicates  that  the  comment  is  reproduced 
and  responded  to  in  this  document. 


TABLE  14 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED  AND  TOPICS  ADDRESSED 

Note:  All  comments  received  are  listed,  including  those  that  pertained  only  to  wilderness.  Numbers  indicate  the  order 
in  which  the  letters  were  received.  An  asterisk  indicates  that  the  comment  is  reproduced  and  responded  to  in  this 
document.  Comments  pertaining  to  wilderness  alone  will  be  addressed  in  detail  in  the  final  Medicine  Bow  wilderness 
EIS,  which  is  in  preparation.  That  document  also  will  contain  the  transcript  of  the  Laramie  public  hearing  and  responses 
to  comments  made  at  that  hearing. 

Key  to  Topic  Codes:  ACEC  =  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern;  CR  -  cultural  or  paleontological  resources;  F/ 
F  =  forestry  and/or  fire  management;  LAN  =  lands  or  access;  LVH  =  livestock  grazing  management,  vegetation,  or  wild 
horses;  MIN  =  minerals;  NS  =  no  specific  comment,  no  response  required;  PEO  =  general  planning,  general  infcmation, 
or  errors  or  omissions;  REC  =  recreation  (includes  off-road  vehicles);  SWA  =  soils,  water,  and  air;  W  =  wilderness; 
WL/R  =  wildlife,  threatened  or  endangered  species,  or  riparian  areas. 


MEETINGS 
Meetings 

Topic(s)  Addressed 

Grazing  Advisory  Board,  Rawlins,  July  30,  1987* 
Public  Hearing,  Rawlins,  August  11,  1987" 
Public  Hearing,  Laramie,  August  12,  1987 

ACEC,  LVH 

ACEC,  LVH,  MIN,  SWA,  WL/R 

NS 

LETTERS 


Letter 
Number 


Name  of  Organization  or  Individual  Commenting 


Topic(s)  Addressed 


i 
i 

I 

t 

t 
1 

I 


1°  Frontier  Archaeology:  James  M.  Welch 

2  Dan  Southard 

3*  NinaTrapp 

4  Kirk  Koepsel 

5*  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality:  Paige  W.  Smith 

6°  Continental  Divide  Trail  Society:  James  R.  Wolf 

7*  Equitour:  Bayard  Fox 

8"  Soil  Conservation  Service,  USDA:  Frank  S.  Dickson 
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CR 

W 

CR 

W 

ACEC 

ACEC,  CR,  REC 

W,  REC 

NS 
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TABLE  14  (Continued) 
COMMENTS  RECEIVED  AND  TOPICS  ADDRESSED 


LETTERS  (Continued) 


Letter 

Number     Name  of  Organization  or  Individual  Commenting 


Topic(s)  Addressed 


9* 

Department  of  the  Air  Force:  Edward  Lopez 

F/F 

10" 

Edward  A.  RJchner 

LVH,  WL/R 

ir 

Medicine  Bow  National  Forest,  Forest  Service,  USDA;  Steptien  Nielsen 

ACEC,  F/F,  PEO,  REC, 

SWA,  WL/R 

12* 

Larry  DiBrlto 

NS 

13* 

Larry  DiBrito 

NS 

14* 

Ann  Brown 

CR,  LAN 

15 

John  F.  Freeman 

NS 

16' 

Western  Area  Power  Administration,  DOE:  Gary  W.  Frey 

NS 

17* 

Larry  Neumann 

F/F,  LVH,  WL/R 

18* 

Geological  Survey,  USDI:  James  F.  Devine 

MIN,  SWA 

19 

Michael  N.  Warlick 

W 

20 

Mary  Back 

W 

21 

Deborah  Throop  Wilson 

W 

22 

Dale  Houghtaling 

w 

23" 

Outdoor  Life:  Erwin  A.  Bauer 

MIN,  W 

24 

Chuck  Franklin,  M.D. 

W 

25* 

Scott  L.  Findholt 

ACEC 

26 

G.  L.  Honeyman 

W 

27 

Daniel  Roach 

W 

28* 

Wyoming  Recreation  Commission,  Slate  Archaeologist:  Mark  E.  Miller 

CR 

29 

Michael  C.  Herber,  M.D. 

W 

30 

Erik  Johnsrud 

W 

31 

Harriette  Wallace 

W 

32* 

The  Nature  Conservancy:  Bernie  Hall 

ACEC 

33 

Ola  Harrison 

W 

34 

Judy  Wilson 

w 

35 

Rudolph  Sucharda 

w 

36* 

Bureau  of  Mines,  USDI:  William  Cochran 

MIN,  W 

37* 

BLM  Lands  Foundation:  George  Early 

PEO,  W 

38 

K.  Knisley 

W 

39 

Rudy  Schmeidt,  M.D. 

W 

40* 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  USDI:  Norris  M.  Cole 

LAN 

41 

Steven  Poole 

W 

42 

Marsha  K.  Esmay 

W 

43* 

Tom  Higham 

REC,  W 

44 

Harold  C.  Mosher 

W 

45 

Timothy  Rockhold 

W 

46* 

Lari-y  DiBrito 

PEO 

47 

Barbara  Heinrich 

W 

48 

Mark  Francis 

w 

49 

Sterling  Palmer 

w 

50 

Michael  Macklin 

w 

51 

Jill  A.  Lorenzoni 

w 

52 

Joe  and  Adra  Cabell 

w 

53 

Heather  Fern 

w 

54 

Joan  Stoner 

w 

55 

Claire  C.  Poole 

w 

56 

Wolfgang  M.  W.  Roth 

w 

57 

Frank  Norris 

w 

58 

William  D.  Anderson 

w 

59* 

Susan  E.  Cox 

MIN,  W 

60 

Wiley  Doran 

W 

61 

Costa  Columbus 

W 

62* 

Patrick  Heaney 

MIN,  W 

63* 

Bureau  of  Reclamation,  USDI:  Robert  Schroeder 

LAN 

64 

Taylor  Randolph 

W 

65 

D.  A.  Strong 

W 

66 

Dave  Foreman 

W 

67 

Maureen  Keilty 

W 

68 

F.  L.  Ribe  and  Molly  K.  Ribe 

W 

69 

Geri  Fuller 

W 
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TABLE  14  (Continued) 
COMMENTS  RECEIVED  AND  TOPICS  ADDRESSED 


LETTERS  (Continued) 


Letter 

Number     Name  of  Organization  or  Individual  Commenting 


Topic(s)  Addressed 


70  Carolyn  Dejanil<us 

71  Mike  Lovinger 

72*     Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforcement,  USDI:  Ranvir  Singh 

73  Robert  and  Linda  Morris 

74  Thomas  E.  Cox 

75  Ralph  E.  and  Elizabeth  R.  Dunkej 

76  James  L.  Fronte  and  Lorl  A.  Yosick 

77  Richard  C.  Wilson 

78  Robert  Saigh 

79  Larry  DiBrito 

80  Nancy  L.  Nesewich 

81  Donald  Purinton 

82  Gerald  L.  Bloomer 

83  Michael  F.  Breslow 

84  Ed  Cisek 

85  Jeff  Thieret 

86  Robert  Mossman 
87*  John  R.  Swanson 

88  Pam  Wallen 

89  Linda  J.  Glen 

90  June  Britton 

91  Ronald  J.  Parry 

92  Herbert  R.  Brettell,  M.D. 

93*  Marathon  Oil  Company:  Bradley  G.  Penn 

94  William  B.  MacAulay 

95*  Mike  Sullivan,  Governor  of  the  State  of  Wyoming 

96*  Wyoming  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer:  Thomas  E.  Marceau 

97*  Wyoming  State  Engineer's  Office:  Frank  J.  Trelease 

98*  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality:  Randolph  Wood 

99*  Wyoming  State  Forestry  Division:  Carl  E.  Johnson 

100*  Geological  Survey  of  Wyoming:  Gary  B.  Glass 

101*  Wyoming  Oil  &  Gas  Conservation  Commission:  Donald  B.  Basko 

102*  Wyoming  Recreation  Commission:  Clifford  E.  Mikesell 

103*  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Commission:  Francis  Petera     , 

104  Dave  Clarendon 

105  Roy  G.Jones 

106  Rona  Fried  and  Trip  Overholt 

107  Kathleen  M.  Armstrong 

108  Kevin  and  Michelle  Whitaker 

109  John  F.  Pamperin 

110  Dean  and  Lucy  Logan 

1 1 1  The  Rev.  Steve  Ekholm 

112*  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association:  Alice  Frell  Benitez 

113  A.Chambers 

114*  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation:  Matt  Reid 

115*  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency:  Robert  R.  DeSpain 

116*  Dick  Lake 

117  Bighorn  Forest  Users  Coalition:  Darrell  Leigh 

118*  Robert  B.  Keiter 

119*  Linda  Reifschneider 

120  Robert  A.  Ferris 

121  John  Evenson 
122*  CeliaLindblom 

123  Chuck  Shepard 

124  Angus  Brow/n 

125  Norm  Sharp 

126*  Tina  Ragan  Schaefer 

127*  Petroleum  Association  of  Wyoming:  Wendy  A.  Frueauf 

128*  National  Park  Service,  USDI:  Richard  A.  Strait 

129*  Sierra  Club:  Jeffrey  R.  Foster 


W 

W 

SWA 

W 

W 

W 

W 

W 

w 
w 
w 
w 
w 
w 
w 
w 
w 

CR,  W,  WL/R 

W 

W 

W 

W 

W 

MIN 

W 

NS 

CR 

LVH,  SWA,  WL/R 

LVH,  PEO,  SWA,  WL/R 

F/F 

LVH,  MIN,  W 

MIN 

CR,  REC 

ACEC,  CR,  F/F,  LAN,  LVH,  MIN,  REC, 

SWA,  W,  WL/R 

W 

W 

W 

w 
w 
w 
w 
w 

ACEC,  CR,  MIN,  SWA 

W 

F/F,  LAN,  LVH,  MIN,  REC,  SWA,  W,  WL/R 

ACEC,  LVH.  MIN,  PEO,  SWA,  W,  WL/R 

LAN 

W 

MIN,  W 

W 

W 

W 

MiN,  REC,  W 

W 

W 

W 

MIN,  W 

ACEC,  CR,  MIN,  SWA 

ACEC,  CR,  MIN,  REC,  W,  WL/R 

ACEC,  F/R  LAN,  LVH,  MIN,  PEO,  REC 

SWA,  W,  WL/R 
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TABLE  14  (Continued) 
COMMENTS  RECEIVED  AND  TOPICS  ADDRESSED 


LETTERS  (Continued) 


Letter 

Number     Name  of  Organization  or  Individual  Commenting 


Topic(s)  Addressed 


130 

Steven  B.  Giddings 

131 

Robert  and  Ruth  Zeller 

132 

Linda  Koevenig 

133 

Cynthia  M.  Boyhan 

134 

N.  Sul^umar 

135 

Heidi  Rosenai 

136 

Mrs.  Julie  Reusch 

137 

Rick  Cook 

138 

Mark  Becker 

139 

Eugene  W.  Krebsbach 

140 

Martin  Schrattenholzer 

141 

Fannie  Lee  Ford 

142 

David  L.  Weymiller  and  Sandra  R.  Lieb 

143 

Mary  V.  Hoffman 

144 

John  T.  Bullitt 

145 

John  M.  Chaplick 

146 

Steve  Hanson 

147 

Eric  T.  Freyfogle 

148 

Gerald  Ottone 

149 

David  B.  Haviland 

150* 

John  and  Diana  Ball 

151* 

Jeff  A.  Kessler  and  David  E.  Carver 

152 

Lynette  Whalen 

153* 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  USDI:  Arthur  Andersen 

154° 

Chevron:  Lisa  F.  Mercier 

155* 

Wyoming  Outdoor  Council:  A.  Donn  Kesselheim, 

156' 

Louisiana  Pacific  Corporation:  David  F  Slater, 

157 

Jim  Allard 

158 

Tom  Cope  . 

159* 

Amoco  Production  Company:  Neil  W.  Allen 

160 

Janet  Lang 

161* 

Joe  and  Mary  Rankin 

162 

David  B.  Reid 

163 

Reed  Secord 

164 

Frances  Perlman 

165 

Sam  Matos 

166 

John  Bird 

167 

Mrs.  Tammis  Lazarus 

168 

James  Ambrose 

169* 

William  S.  Brenneman 

170 

Dr.  Lorin  Swinehart 

171* 

Gabriel  Zinsli 

172 

Susan  and  Peter  Moran 

173* 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  USDI:  R.  G.  Starkey 

W 
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MIN.  W 

ACEC.  F/F,  LAN,  LVH,  MIN,  REC,  W,  WL/R 

W 

ACEC,  F/F,  LAN,  LVH,  MIN.  WL/R 

CR,  MIN,  REC,  SWA,  WL/R 

ACEC,  F/F  LAN,  LVH.  MIN,  SWA,  WL/R 

F/F 

W 

W 

ACEC,  CR,  MIN,  PEO 

W 

MIN,  W 

W 

w 
w 
w 
w 
w 
w 

F/F,  MIN,  PEO,  REC,  SWA 

W 

REC,  W 

W 

LAN,  WL/R 


ABBREVIATIONS:  DOE  =  United  States  Department  of  Energy; 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior. 


USDA  =  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture:  USDI 
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Oral  Comments  Received,  and 
Responses 

Comments  Made  at  Grazing  Advisory  Board 
Meeting 


Responses  to  Advisory  Board  Meeting 
Comments 

1.  ACEC  designation  does  not  imply  exclusion  of  livestock 

grazing.  The  BLM  would  take  sufficient  management 
actions  to  protect  the  values  for  which  an  area  was  des- 
ignated an  ACEC.  Restrictions  on  livestock  grazing 
would  be  considered  it  necessary;  however,  none  are 
anticipated  in  the  management  actions  described  in  the 
proposed  RMP.  If  livestock  grazing  adjustments  were 
found  necessary,  further  planning  and  consultation 
would  be  required. 

2.  The  reference  on  page  21  of  the  draft  RMP/EiS  to  "unsat- 

isfactory condition"  in  "I"  category  allotments  should  not 
be  interpreted  to  mean  that  all  "I"  allotments  are  in  poor 
condition.  A  better  choice  of  words  might  have  been 
"improve  current  resource  conditions"  or  "improve  cur- 
rent grazing  management."  Please  see  the  categoriza- 
tion criteria  in  the  Livestock  Grazing  appendix  to  the 
draft  RI^P/EIS  for  a  more  complete  description  of  con- 
ditions that  exist  in  "I"  allotments. 


Transcript  of  Rawlins  Public  Hearing 


[The   fotlouinq    [s    a    su-wity   of  eo-iTi«n*s   m»3t   by   Bub  Ctlev*  at    th-   aiatcu 


r-i;     '.1*'i    t;    -■ 


*-i    -i::..rij-    1':--r    p-cnit'.e. 


S  Tne    dac'JTPnt    staEes    tnat    one    Option    o(    nsrisgon-nt    ^-C    an    ACEC    j£tBt    designation 

■  13   tnat    qrailnq   miy   t)»   excluJ-d.      This   -lia   a   ^ceac    concern    to   ir.    Crl*ve.      Bud 
K  Holbcook    aalcJ    that    any   action    followin-j   d-at'jnatlon   will    leqgice 

R  c^n^uItatlo^.       Th-    only    IniMsl    restriction    foUowinT    deaiinac  ion    [3    Chat 

■  tiling  Of  notlc'fl  Of  lnE*nt  with  Che  SLtl  ulli  be  ciquUctl.  ^ny  action  ot 
K  r*^!;ttc*  ion  EoUo«in<j  designation  must  be  toUowed  by  futuc*  planning  and 
B  puolic   co-n^nt. 

-tr.    Grieve   also   expressed   concern   .^bouc    the    allotment    gate^rjr'lzat  ton   criteria 
on    page    11    and    th»    inv^s^io"    that     all     ■  Iirrrfi'e"    allutments    had    unsat  I  flf  accory 
coiJiCion    instead    oC    'jusc    sgne    mana^eiflent    ptobl'^mg."       The    seccion    on    page    21 
saya    'Lnipcove   current    unaaC i at acCory   condition."      It    was    suggested   that    thia 
vordinq    b(5   checked   for    consistency  with    the   criteria. 


BEFORE  THE  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

STATE  OF  WYOMING  Pi  P  I  "^  1  M  A  I 


IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  PUBLIC  HEARING 
ON  THE  DRAFT  WILDERNESS  AND  RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT  PLAN  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENTS  FOR  THE  MEDICINE  BOW  AND 
DIVIDE  RESOURCE  AREAS . 


TRANSCRIPT  OF  H EARING  PROCEEDINGS 
PURSUANT  TO  NOTICE  duly  given  to  all 
parties  In  intereer.   this  BBtter  ctnav     on  reoui^rJy 
for  h*arlna  Into  the  second  portion  of  the  hearing  on 
the  llth  day  of  Autjust,  1967,  at  the  hour  of  7:30 
P.M..  at  the  Bureau  of  LantJ  Management  Offices,   1300 
North  3rd  Street.  Ranlina,  Wyoming,  before  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  havrlnga  panel.  Hearing  Officers 
Ed  Flak  and  Mllce  Karbo,  aowociate  district  aanagers. 
prealdlng,  with  John  Huaband  and  Bob  Tigner  alao 
present . 
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7:30  p.  »-  .  AUO""':  11,   1«B7  .  ) 
MB.  FJSK:   I    thinia  wo  -ill  go    anaart 
etidi  bbt;  «t»ri:»<i.   I'd  lite  to  bid  you  wBicowe  1:0  ch. 
wildofn«oB  h«oring.   My  ii«a«  i«  £i*  Plete-   I'« 
..•ocic^e  di.triet  «enag«v  tor  th«  wofl.nd  Dletrict 
In  wyoaing.   I'm  lip  hsrv    hoiping  out  the  Rewiinn 
Dletrlci:  in  pretoiding  over  i:hl8  hearing. 

I  wiU  bs  ppooiding  oCflcar  for  th«  first 
pgr^lon  of  zhia    hoaring,  2nd  th«R  m«s  «111  90  inro  th« 
fliocond  paff'clon  of  the  hesclng  m  t:hoe  tliBw  and  I  Kill 
roiinquieh  it  ':o  Milt*  Karbe.  aanaci^te  dlBEric? 
snnagor  hor«  o«  Sew lino, 

Thft  pFiaery  puf poee  oi    thia  h««pln9  i«  to 
recBlve  tccclaonY  on  'iho  dfoft  wildcfneeB  SIS  eor  the 
Modieln©  Sow  n«oo«eco  Aroo  onct  aoooGi«ie«»d  wildopnoBe 
rocoBWondECiono -   Thu*  this  haarine  tuieillc 
roquif«Bfinto  o«  the  wild.FnBoc  ftct  of  1984  for  e 
pubUG  hBBfing.   now«w»r.  Bjt«f  «e  h«vo  heopd  oil 
Mildarneea  BeBt»««n«».  tsatlBony  «iil  Bi«o  ba 
«CCBpt«d  on  tha  adequacy  of  Ehw  dnsft  snv  i  ronnen  t  b  1 
seatCBonc  prepered  by  the  ao-lJnii  BLW  <S  i « t  f  i  c  t  on  the 
RBoource  M«n«g«ia»nt  ?l«n  for  th*  Medicine  Bow  and 
DAvido  B«aaurce  Ar»6e. 


rveord  hq  cuggeot  that  only  one  o*r*on  speati  at  « 
eln)«. 

IJ  you  did  not  aign  in  the  register  Mhen 
you  entered  the  rooa.  please  do  do  at  this  tine.    IC 
you  wlen  to  z^vxiSy    during  the  heaping,  you  anouid  so 
indlcae©  on     trhe  register,   rttaf  way  we  will  be  aoie  to 
call  youp  naiae  . 

While  the  hearing  la  in  neeaion  no  one 
will  be  recognized  other  than  the  designated  •pe«*ep 
to  jand  memhpra  <■■  C     th**  henrlng  oanei 

I  Kjunt  to  enphaalze  we  are  holding  thi» 
hearing  to  ootaln  your  view*.   To  do  thla  there  are 
certain  guideiineo  which  muac  be  oDaerved  during  the 
hearing  to  beot  viae  the  t  imei  aliowed.   Theae 
guidelines  are  licccd  for  you  on  zho    handouc  and  I 
e»tii  go  over-  tnem  now. 

The  eirsi:  Lo  pleae«  eoniinv  your 
sitQL-etecnzB  to  the  wi  owe  on  cne  spoiialnary 
Buf.  t  Bbl  1  1  ty  FvconnendBE  lanffi  in  ihv    draft  Mllderneec 
EIS.  xhG     preferred  aeoouPC*  Manageiaent  Plan 
0 1 t erne t 1 vee  And  the  draft  Environmental  Impact 
SCBtement.    Any  otner  renarke  are  inappropriate  (or 
thia  hear  1 ng . 

Thvs  hearing  ia  strictly  designed  for  you 
to  give  Information  to  u«.    Therefore,   thers  will  be 


139 


no  debet*  or  cro»e  que^clonlng  h^twewn  p«rtlclp«nT». 

The  hearing  panel  aay  «ek  cisrlfylng 
quee'tlon*.  «*  neceaaary.  at  the  conclualon  ot     aach 
opeeker'e  reHarka.    Theae  queatlona.  however,  ahouid 
not  be  interpret ed  aa  expreaalona  of  any 
prede7:erDiln«d  pofllClon  of  the  pane^  BeHbera.   the  BLM 
or  the  Departnone  of  Interior. 

MX     speakers  will  confine  their  reaarlca  to 
10  minutoa  or  less.   The  preeidino  officer  will 
inform  you  when  you  have  about  one  minute  renainlng. 

For  those  having  both  orai  and  written 
atatements,  we  auggast  that  your  oral  ataranenta 
highlight  the  points  you  wish  to  iiake,  thus,  allawing 
you  CO  stay  within  Che  specified  time  frame.   if  you 
choose  to  aubmit  only  k  written  atateiaent,  we  assure 
you  that  it  will  be  given  the  same  conslde ration  as 
oral  a tatenents . 

First  to  speak  wll)  be  those  Indicating  a 
desire  to  present  tCBtiaony  concerning  the  wilderness 
recommends t ions.   After  receiving  all  wilderness 
teaClDony,   the  hearing  will  be  opened  up  tar 
atatementa  on  other  aspects  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
Uithin  each  of  theae  two  portions  of  the  hearing 
speakers  will  be  called  in  the  order  that  their 
request  to  apeak  was  received.   Speakers  not  present 


1 

7 

when  called  will  be  placed  at  the  end  of  the  list. 

2 

And  I'd  ij»te  to  state  again  that  if  you 

3 

would  give  your  name  and  addrcas  when  you  get  up  and 

4 

any  o r gan i lat i on  you  represent  it  would  be  helpful  to 

5 

the  recorder. 

6 

Finally,  m     transcript  of  theae  proceedings 

7 

will  oe  avaliaoie  for  review  in  tne  Rawlins  district 

S 

officer.   Copiea  can  be  purchased  from  Wyoming 

9 

Reporting  Service.  Post  Office  Bo)!  165,   Cheyenne, 

10 

Wyoming.   92003. 

la  there  any  questions  on  how  we  are  going 

12 

to  conduct  this  hearjng  or  take  the  testimony?   If 

;3 

there  are  no  o.uestians,   I'd  like  to  have  Bob  Tlqner 

14 

Will  briefly  describe  the  preliminary  suitability 

is 

recommendat ions  In  the  wildernes*  EIS  and  then  we 

16 

will  proceed  to  take  public  comment. 

;7 

Mfl.  TIGNER:    rh«n.t  you,  Ed.    Within 

19 

thja  Environmental  Impact  Statement  wtj  studied  four 

13 

of  tne  wilderness  areas,  wilderness  study  areaB. 

20 

Encampment  River  Canyon.  Prospect  Mountain  and  the 

21 

Bennett  Mountains, 

22 

Tnere  are  two  alternatives  for  esch 

23 

wilderness  study  area.    For  the  Encampment  River 

24 

Canyon,  which  encompasses  4.547  acres,  the  proposed 

25 

action  IS  no  action,  no  wilderness.    The  alternative 

B-B             .„.„',:^'£i:~~,-»'r;,...,.              'Sz 

to  that 


as.    ThP  prefe 


J 
I 


t  ]  r 


Far  Prospect  Mountain  which  encompaasea 
l.ltf-  acres,   tne  oropoaed  action  ja  all  wilderness. 
Che  alternative  is  no  action,  no  wilderness  and  the 
preferred  alternative  is  the  propoaeo  action,  all 
wi  iderness . 

For  the  6ennett  Mountains  encompassing 
S.OOU  acres,   cn«  prooosed  action  is  no  action,  no 
wilderness.    The  alternative  Is  all  wilderness  and 
the  preferred  action  is  the  proposed  action,  no 
action,   no  wilderness. 

MR.  FfiK:   Thanks.  Boo.   Is  there 
anybody  wno  nas  signed? 

MR.  JANSSEN:    Ed,  we  have  no  one  wno 
indicated  they  wanted  to  testify  on  the  wilderness 
portion  . 

MS.  FISK:   Since  nobody  has  indicated 
an  the  sign-up  sheet  then  I'd  like  to  open  it  up  in 
case  somebody  from  the  audience  would  like  to  at  this 
time  give  a  statement  on  the  wilderness  matter  before 
us  . 

Seeing  no  response,   then  I  guess  we  can  go 
on  to  trie  other  aspect  ot  this  hearing,  wnjch  Is  the 
second  osrt.    And  I'd  like  to  thank  you  (or  coming 


n 


and  partlcipstjng  in  the  wilderness  portion  of  it,        | 

and  I  will  turn  it  over  to  Mike  Karbs  to  accept  \ 

\ 
statements  on  other  aspects  of  the  HMP/ZlS.  I 

MR.  KARBS'   Thank  you.  Ed,   My  name  is 

Mike  Karbs  and  I'm  the  associate  district  managed         | 

here  In  Rawlins  for  the  Rawlins  District  BLM.    I'd       j 

like  to  remind  you  that  the  ground  rules  that  were  in 

effect  (or  the  wilderness  portion  of  the  hearing  are 

BtJli   in  effect  and  oiso  Just  clarify  tnai  tnia  part     ; 

of   the  neartng  will  be  dedicated,  devoted  to  I 

Statements  or  comments  on  the  Resource  Management         | 

Plan,   the  various  alternatives  considering  the  [ 

Resource  Management  Plan  and  before  we  open  it  up  for 

any  testimony.   I'd  like  to  have  or  like  to  asit  John      | 

Husband  to  give  a  brief  summary  of  the  preferred 

Resource  Management  Plan  alternative.  [ 

MR,  HUSBAND'    Thank  you.  Mike.    The 

Medicine  Bow  and  Divide  riesource  Management   Plan  or 

RMP  IS  being  prepared  to  provide  a  comprehensive 

tramewor*  for  managing  oubiic  land-;  and  resources  in 

the  planning  area.    The  planning  area  encompasses 

some  12   1/2  million  acres  In  various  nwnershloa   in 

Albany.  Carbon.  Laramie  and  eastern  Sweetwater 

Count  i  es . 

The  RMP  covers  4  million  acres  of  puoiic 
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land  and  an  additional  1  aillion  «cr«a  at     foderal 
alnaraii  undar lying  prlvaea  landa  nlthln  ?hc  planning 
araa.   Tour  altarnaclva  ItMPa  tf«r»  d«vaIop«d  nl  cri 
puoilc  Input  for  cana Idvra t Ian  In  tna  irmtz 
gnvlFonnttntal  iKpac?  Stacocont  or  ZIS ■ 

kX  ta motive  A  ttouid  cont  &nue  er«eane 
••nB9*B«nt  diroetion. 

Alter naciw«  S  »ould  r*«ol ve  resource 
conflicts  tNet:  occur  undar  vElatin^  aAnagencnc  Bv 
rostrlctlng  eurface-dlsturlilnQ  ae^ivltlca. 

Al carnACive  C  would  raeoAvc  resource 
eontllatu    that  oecus*  uadar  «jtlac  m^  nenegciBQnt  'oy 
IntenolVQ^Y  aonaging  al A  rveourcao  In  nn    at  tonpt  to 
Mlt igaia  lapae^s  eauead  by  sur?&e«"dlo turbine 
aetlvlxiaa  or  to  anAanee  e  raaourca  whllo  aalncaining 
othar  raaourca  va^uaa . 

Altariietava  D.  the  praf arrad  alter netlva. 
would  at^eapt  to  a eh lava  oet laai  raeourco  ■anagoaent 
by  baioncln?  tha  uaa  ot    raatrletlona  Mlth  Intanalve 
■ana4v««nc .   Thia  pra£arrad  altarnac Iva  nould  pro tact 
eanalTlva  and  algnif 4cant  vduaa  whl  1«  allowing 
raoourCQ  uae  and  dava iopnenv  In  an  anvlronaantal iy 
accapcabia  aannar  .   Mi  lee  ■ 

MR.  KAHBS:   u«  do  bavc  on«  paraon  that 
haa  lndiea«ad  an  intaroet  In  providing  aoa«  toeeineny 


on  the  Roaauree  Hanagaaant  Plcn.  ao  I'd  like  to  sals 
Bordara  Paraeno  %q    ©tap  Jerwaed  te  the  podiuB  end. 
Barbara,  again  baiore  you  begin  your  atoteawnt  it    you 
wouid  givo  yon?  naee  an*  adrtraaa  and  any  organisation 
you  pepreeont . 

nS.  PARSOMS-   I  Bpologls*  (or  1*  tnia 
dovan't  Bound  an  eoheaivv  aa  It  alght  hava .    I  xlppad 
baeb  froa  a  backpack  trip  and  put  It  togatnar .   aut  I 
wauid  first  Ilk*  1:0  thante  John  Huaband  for  aaating 
Mltn  as  and  vho  *jsoctttlv«  diractar  of  our 
organisation  te  anowor  ooaa  queotjona-   Thia  »a» 
raoiiV  epprofiioteta  and  It  h»ip«d  ao .  too. 

t     nn  flcfbarft  Popsenfi.  319  Mwol  taroan, 
Hawilne.  wyoramg.   I  •»  «  boarti  KQalavr    oS     the  Hyoaing 
Outdoor  Ceuncl  J,  - 

A.tChe'agh  ^tm    Medlcin*  Bow  Hwoourec 
HioiBoeon""^  f"*«>^  oddpoaooft  eriticai  comocpwation 
laouoo.  «hQ  ppwforrefS  oitornoslwe  im  naavliy  akowad 
toward  eoneuBpfi  * v«  «o« ■ 

Br.  T.  A.  Lara an.  a  wyoBing  hiotarlen. 
eOBO  yoare  ogo  coaaontad.  "Parnapo  it  Id  not  tlna  to 
grlave.  out  to  ponder  HOctiher  what  the  xorld  wanta 
froB  wyoaing  la  worth  aora  than  wnat  Wyoaing  ^iraady 
oftarti  the  world.-   Thia  aancgenont  plan  doaon  ■  t 
adaouately  oddraaa  "What  wyoaioQ  olraady  offara  tha 


1  e  • 

r 


-orld. " 

Several  araa a  «era  IdentlClad  aa  potential 
ACECa.  araaa  of  critical  envi ronaan tal  eonearn.   Only 
(Iwe  --  you  could  call  It  tour  but  I  aaparatad  tne 
couple  that  you  aentionad  --  "ouid  ba  doelgnatad 
ACCCe  under  al tarnaciva  D . 

ftagga  elk  crucial  -inter  range  *»ee  not 
doolgnasod  en  AC  EC  even  ihougn  It  la  eoeenciai  to  the 
OFOO  elk  population.    A  propeaed  daa  el ta .  poae  i  Rio 
mining,  ilveatock  grotlng,  end  other  nuaan  acrlvltieo 
wouJd  aerioualy  lapact  thle  crucial  eJK  area.   Thla 
eree  ahould  be  designated  an  ACEC . 

band  HlJla  hee  been  doalgnated  an  ACEC 
under  the  pre(er?ed  alternative,  and  aa  auch,  there 
will  ba  intenalve  aanageaent  of  eurface-dleturblng 
aetlvitlee.    Laat  year  BLM  wae  going  to  cioae  aoae  of 
tho  roada  in  the  area.   Vet  the  aoet  eerloua 
dleturblng  activity  vaa  not  addreeaed.   Cattle  nave 
oerioualy  deaaged  the  -etianda  throughout  me  area. 
Crag Ing  hae  oeen  too  entene 1 vo  and  prolonged  to 
Qo^ntaln  thooe  riparian  asteo  in  good  condition. 

Folio-mg  the  recent  downpour  in  the  area. 
Hhleh  la  about  two  or  three  daya  ego.  it  woe  obeorvod 
the  cattle  coepactad  the  aoila  and  heavily  daeegod 
the  poadc  In  the  area .   Additional  roada  ohould  net 


bv  bui  1  t .  and  you  aade  retarvnee  1 f  you  had  oil  or 
atneral  aetlvitlee  In  tn«  area,  and  the  now  unueed 

atrecehea  of  the  road  in  the  area  ahould  b« 
renebilltated.  and  I'a  talking  aoout  areaa  that  have 
been  ueed  and  now  they  have  got  to  the  place  wnere 
yo\j  can't  go  anv  aore  and  the  re  e  other  roads  tnet 
have  been  built  around  the*. 

The  Sand  Hllla  nave  epeclal.  unique 
habitat  feature*  reaulting  In  a  very  abundant 
popujation.  including  the  anarp  tailed  grouae. 
Priority  uaage  enould  be  given  to  wiidllfe  in  thie 
area  . 

uur  toreats  nave  value  beeidee  tiaoerlng 
and  should  not  be  sanaged  :iK«  ■  tree  farn.  Yet  a 
$2 . S  per cent  Increoeed  in  «1 lowabie  narveet  ehow«  a 
preference  for  conrataapt  ive  ueea  of  the  forwet.  The 
oiQR  otEtec  on  po<ge  109  that  "harveat  frao  pueiie 
AcRdO  in  thffl  plcnnine  aroo  1«  laportant  far  eewting 
£  ns  den and  For  weed  produce  a . ~ 

rurther&ore,  ohile  a  nealtny  foreet  is 
deeiraole.  tno  eft  ueed  excuse.  "Ue  better  get  the 
tlaber  before  the  beetles  and  the  aiatietoe  qo."  jc 
overut ii  ized .   Clearcut  tiaOerlng  and  euBaequent  poed 
building  eauaes  eroelon.  coeoact Ing  of  eoil.  and 
dieruprion  of  a  natural,  dlveree  eeoayatea.   Plibec. 
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1  4 

•  ■pen.  epruce,  end  other  toram^     growth  i*  nilnlBai 

2 

with  a  Aodgepolo  forest  prcdora i na nt  . 

3 

Although  HOC  do*a  nor  oppoae  ail 

i 

tiiabering,  a  olowur.  Bore  asiectlvely  considered 

6 

harveat  woula  oe  more  appropriate. 

S 

Under  livcococK  grazing  m«n«g«iiien t  , 

7 

grazing  could  potentialiy  incr«?a»o  16  percwni:  even 

] 

8 
9 

rhougn  monitoring  hann't  been  compietod.    In  the 
management  pian,  pages  J7e  through  79.   It  atatea 

10 

iands  were  inadequately  inventoried  --  areaor  that 

1  3 

were  lass  productive  or  inaccessible  were  given  the 
same  productive  ratings  as  otnpr  nlgher  productive 

area*  --  resulting  in  «  snowing  of  higher 

svaiiaDjlity  than  actually  exists. 

1 

Therefore,  some  of  these  ranges  nave  been 

Of  health  and  vigor  at    the  plant*  and  s  resultant 

decline  in  the  ecological  condition  of  th©  vsgetative 
communi ties .   It  further  states  that  in  riparian 

areas  grazing  pressure  has  oeen  too  nefflvy  and  too 

prolonged  to  maintain  the  riparian  9ite«  in  good 
condition. 

Since  it  Is  In  the  long-term  boot  interest 

of  the  livestoCiC  induatry  to  maintain  the  range  in 

optimal  condition,  continuous  monitoring  should  occur 

(1 

D 

3ij- 

2  17 

8  JO 

i  22 

■■ 

S  2< 


and  grazing  levels  adjusted  on  a  yearly  baais  with 
the  o'ojectivo  being  optimal  range  condition.   And  by 
the  way  I  do  have  a  statement  that  I  will  give  you. 

Under  minerals  management  preference  again 
favors  commodity  uooge  with  reduced  Mithdrawai 
acreage  un  to  91  percent.    Uii  and  gao  leasing,  coai 
mining  and  other  mineral  activities  should  not  be 
allowed  m  the  ACEC  areas.   Coal  mining  ahouid  not 
occur  wnere  reclamation  is  impoaslble  or  iify  or 
where  there  is  a  nigh  potential  to  cause  unacceptable 
rates  of  accelerated  erosion, 

For  instance,  on  page  390  it  states: 
Daveiopment  of  the  3.650  acres  that  would  be 
available  on  Atlantic  Rim  would  have  a  nigh  potential 
to  causa  unacceptable  rates  of  accelerated  erosion. 
If  the  drainageo  Mith  steeper  slopes  were  developed, 
difficulty  of  reclamation  could  lead  to  accelerated 
oroi»lon  over  tne  iong  term. 

Coal  development  in  the  Atlantic  Him  could 
aiso  mean  a.subatantiaj  reduction  in  cne  elk 
population,  and  thus,  a  consequential  long-term 
adverse  effect  on  the  e  1  ic  herd.    Thia  is  stated  on 
page  2^5.    It  should  not  he  mined  IE  this  will 


Page  327  stares  coal  da 


nt  would  not 


It 

1  & 

1 

Bffoct  fishing  North  fl«tte  area  of  Semlnoe 

II 

3 

3 

Reservoir-    Whenever  mining  there  should  be  a  buffer 
zone  along  waterways  to  prevent  ajltation,  erosion 

■ 

4 

and  leaching  of  exposed  ailtaii  soils  wnlch  could 

1 

5 

change  the  PH  of  the  waters  and  cause  excesalve 

■ 

6 

all  tatlon. 

7 

Wildlife  Habitat  and  Fisheries  Management 

m 

a 

often  seems  to  be  at  odds  with  other  uses.    While 

m 

9 

more  attention  is  now  being  given  wildlife,  more 

t 

10 

protection  Is  needed.    Additional,  special  areas  need 

\ 

1 1 

to  bo  set  aside  exclusively  (or  habitat  protection 

1 

12 

and  devastating  impacts  should  not  be  allowed  such  as 

1 

13 

rhe  possible  scenario  on  Atlantic  Rim  and  Red  Rim. 

1« 

In  conclusion.   BLM  ahouid  be  more 

i 

15 

aggressively  orotective  of  public  lands.    Reasonable 

1 

16 

public  access  should  occur  when  grazing  leases  are 

1 

1  7 

let.    When  reclamation  such  as  pipelines  taiees  place. 

J 

18 

careful  attention  should  be  given  to  plants  lilte 

1 

19 

woody  aater  with  its  selenium  aosorbing  tendency  so 

i 

20 

wo  don't  have  any  "ore  unpleasant  surprises. 

[ 

21 

Although  it's  not  lenown  how  woody  aster  and  other 

i 

23 

noxious  foreign  weeds  have  boon  introduced,  that  Is 

1 

33 

an  obvious  possibility. 

t 

2* 

While  each  admi ni a t ra t ion  in  Washington 

!l 

36 

«et«  priority  policlea  for  the  agency  to  follow,  tho 

1 

® 

11 

;«^             .'-S"E:";.VS.«'?:«....             Sr, 

1 

EianagsBient  at     public  lands  should  protect  the 
Integrity  of  Wyoming's  natural  systems.    Further 
detailed  comments  will  be  submitted  on  both  the 
Resource  Manageaont  Plan  and  on  the  wilderness 
StCtenent  and  I  thanic  you. 

MR.  KABBS     rhanic  you.  Barbara-    We 
don't  have  anyone  else  at  this  time  registered  to 
testify.   I'd  also  asit  if  there's  anyone  in  the 
audience  wno  would  lilce  to  give  some  verbal  comment 
at  this  point  or  make  m     statement. 

oitaV'   I  thlnic  then  we  will  go  ahead  and 
close  the  hearing  at  this  point.    And  1  do  want  to 
thanle  you  all  for  coming  out  tonight  and  showing  yo 
Interest  In  our  Hesource  Management  Plan.    Your 
participation  is  truly  appreciated  and  there  will  b 
ssvorai  of  the  BLM  folks  here  after  the  hearing. 

And  if  you  have  any  questions,  ww  would 
also  invito  you  to.   If  you  choose  to.   to  submit 
written  comments  uo  through  the  deadline  of.   I 
believe.  September  IBth  of  this  year  and  those 
comments  would  come  to  the  district  manager  here  In 
Rawlins,  Post  Office  Box  670,  riawjina.  Wyoming  and 
the  zip  code  is  83301.    Thank  you. 

(Hearing  proceedings  concluded 
7^50  p.m..  August  11.   1967.1 
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CERTIi'ICATe 

X.     LiORl  ARNOLD,  s  R«glst«r«d  PrQCeDalonBl 
Rvportar.  do  h*r«by  cmrtlty     thsC  I  reported  by 
««cAln«  •harchand  rhe  praceedings  conenlned  tieraln 
and  chat .the  foregoing  17  pages  conetltut«  a  full, 
true  and  correct  tranecript. 

Dated  this  12th  day  of  Auguot.  1SQ7. 


CXA^*-«^  t\_. 


LORI  AfiNOLD 


Responses  to  Rawlins  Public  Hearing 
Comments 

1.  Under  the  proposed  RMP,  a  portion  of  the  Baggs  elk  cru- 

cial winter  range  would  be  included  in  the  Jep  Canyon 
proposed  ACEC. 

2.  Please  see  general  responses  4,  6,  and  7. 

3.  Committed  mitigations  included  in  the  Coal  appendix  to 

the  final  EIS  would  prohibit  development  in  the  major 
drainages  on  Atlantic  Rim.  The  impacts  on  the  Baggs  elk 
herd  would  be  minimized. 


.etters  Received,  and  Responses 


O  ^  FRONTIER  ARCHAEOLOQV, . 


!':[  ■Slt?:..._ 


Wl    WS    I'mfiiuiunol  Cullurul  Rwou/co  Wfjfi(](]r*nnifii  'f.KvlrVit' '  '   ■''"'""" 
1^    KA    PO  Box  1315.  Wodana,  Wvomttio82JU1  lf.iQflnoflp4;^0;,ip4:  6348 
PO  60316471,  Chevenne,  Wyoming  82003  loieohone (307)  4^-^644 


n.'.v.'Li:!s.  "'Y 


June  22.    1917 


'I 
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Mr.   John  Husbcnd, 

EIS  Team  Leader 

Medicine  9ow/Diwide  Resource  Area  Office 

Bureau  of  L^nd  Managernvnt 

P.O.   Boa   670 

Rjniins.    WY     3230! 

Dear-  Mr.    HuSbfind: 

Copies  were  recently   received  of  the  Draft  Resource  Managemeni  Plan/Environmenta 
Impact  Slalement  for  (he  Medicine  How  and  Divide  Resource  Areas.     We  appreciate 
the  opporiunity   lo  review  and  comment  on   these  documents. 

By   virtue  of  my   firm's  interest  and  expertise,   my  comments  i*ill  be  limited 
only  to  cultural  resourcc  is&ue%. 


Untler  normal  circLim-nances.  i  "ould  find  myself  in 
out  many  items  with  .nhich  i  dis.Tjreed  or  cumpiainim 
wpre  not  being  adeduAldy  cunsidered.  However,  it 
thai  this  is  not  the  c.ise  with  the  above  referenced  n 
resource  issues  have  been  adequaieiy  addressed  li 


le  position  of  poiniing 
that  cultural   resources 
I  s  pleasure  to  state 
teriais.      I   find  cultural 
nsiances  and  for 


way   in  which  cultural   resources 
uch,   Frontier  Archaeology  can 


I  would  cofi 
will  be  treated  under  this  RWP/EIS 
support   the  preferred  alternative  as  set  forth 

Further,    under   the  topic  of  Manaqement  Actions  ComTtion   to  All  Alternatives, 
the  proposed  listing  on  (hi;  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  of  all  significant 
sites  and  segmenis  along  the  Overland  Tr»il,   Cherokee  Trail,   and  flawlins- 
Furt   iV^shdhie  Trail,   is  Also  supported. 

I   feel   that   some  sort  of  commendation  is  in  order  to  the  members  of  the  RmP/EIS 
team  whti  deiilt   with  cuHui  al   'fviurte  matters  ai  they  appear  to  have  done 
an  e«ccllenl  jub-     1  would  txily  houe  thai  other  similar  documents  put  forth 
by   the  Department  of  Intennr  in  the  future  will  also  address  these  issues 
as  completely. 

Your  consideration  of  my  comments  is  greatly  appreciated.     If  I  may  be  of 
further  assistance  please  contact  me  at  the  Worland  office.     We  took   forward 
to  reviewing  the  Final   RMP'EIS  for  your  resource  areas  when  it  becomes 
available. 


Respectfully. 

\aJie9  M.  Welch 
Principal  Investigator 


Response  to  Letter  1 

1.    Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments. 
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lis   lJfiJ«r,:te' 


P.O.    aox    670 
RawLlna.    WY      92301 


The    following   are   corim#fil 
PHP,    EIE   and  Wilderness   Suppler 


'   Bow-Dlvlde   Resource   ftrt 


^     p<j   52 

■  pi   Q7 

■  prj     100 


Resoucee   rtanaqement    Plan 

AltPfnatives    A,    B,    C,     and    D. 

How   can   specific   acceaqea   as  well    »s   VR«   cl 

hi  static   trails   which   wou Id    impose   lease    re 

Locatable   mineral    uitddraw 
wiV    3f    protecting    cultural    resources    trom    1 
on    in    light    of    the    3809    regulation 


rU 


SpPC 


Ji  Hai 


strictiona   without    ai 
efEicient    and    effect 


.    n(    ■ 


Spq     1Q2 

! 


What    Jhou:     Indlan-Whlto    hostilities    which    wer*! 

dBcinlon    to   -iStabUgh    thp    O^^erlanrt    Trull? 

If    trail    CUC3    1.7   meteta    apart   were    the   only    criteria    for    national 

aeqlstet   etlqitjllity,    there   would   only   be    a   very   feu    in   the   entire 

scace.      The  document  nneds  to   recoqoiie  the  other  criteria  of 

eligibi  Uty 

Cherokee   Trail 

This    la   i/ery   confusing.      Essentially    this   ssys    that    every   trail    in 

the   Divide   Heaource    Atea   uas   once   part    oC    the   Cherokee   TtJil. 

Numerous   trails  were    established   at   different    times   foe    different 

purposes.      It  tnlqht  be    helpful   to  refer   to  the  General   Land  Office 

Plata    (GW)    (or    a   clearer   picture. 

No   mention    is   made   of    the   Ranlina-Baqga   Road   nor    tbn   Union   Pacific 

nailroad. 


General    comments 

I  439  unable  to  locate  any  references  u: 
the  cultural  section.  From  where  was  t( 
obtained?  The  cultural  sections  are  Da: 
recurrent   theme  that  generally  says   thai 


!d    In   the   compi 
?    cultural     Intotmatlon 
ically    thin   and    there    i: 
surface    disturbance    is 


of 


good  because   it    is  the  catalyst    for  cultural    Inventory  and 
evaluation.      OnTottunately,    cultural    sites,    portiona   of    them   or 
culturally    homogeneous   areas   ate    Inventoried   and    evaluated   based   on 


3B 


the  surface  disturbance  bounrtacies  anrt  not  on  cultural  boun^lar;"*'- 
Such  activity  is  analagous  to  a  blind  man  holding  an  f>lepnanc's 
tail  and  concluding  that  an  elephant  la  1  ike  a  rope.  Therefore, 
the  data  base  is  Increased  but  the  information  in  the  data  base  it 
erroneous  making  it  useless.  Cultural  resources  will  receive  ]ust 
treatment  when  their  inherent  aocth  is  considered  instead  of  theif 
interaction   with   other   programs. 

Appendice. 


Q  S    P'5    318  Please   explain   how   the    use   categories 

■  to   site   evaluation. 

^5 


ited   with    regard 


pg    319  Standard    Ptot. 

I   would   sugge; 


icluding    the    appl i cable    laws    ind    regulatioi 
ity   under   which    the   cuituril    program   operi 


1^^  flap   Of    Historic   Trail   Segme 

W^  The   map    IS  misleading.      The    tnve 


Overland   Trji I    was   bi 
nd    I   don't    know   that    there   has   been   any   more    LnfirmaCion   gathered 
re   were   no  protection  measures   taken   on   portions   of    the    trail    found 
In    19B3.      Therefore,    the   trail    segments    identified   on   the  map   are   part    of    an 


S^     In    19B3,      Therefore,    the   t  ra  1 1    segments    identified   on   the  map   are   part 
incomplete   inventory   and    since   they   were   not   ptotect'*d,    may    not   be    intsi 


Thank   you    [or    the   opportunity   to  comment, 
my  comments   will    be   addressed. 


/s/   Nina   Trapp 


Responses  to  Letter  3 

1.  The  specified  acreages  are  estimates  based  on  our  best 

available  information.  The  text  has  been  changed  to  indi- 
cate this  in  the  proposed  RMP. 

2.  Our  authority  to  manage  surface  disturbance  associated 

with  mineral  exploration  and  development  is  sufficient 
to  protect  cultural  resources  under  most  circumstances. 
Also  please  see  general  response  10. 

3.  Please  see  general  response  3, 

4.  The  characterization  of  the  six  intact  segments  of  the 

Overland  Trail  as  consisting  of  visible  wheel  ruts  measur- 
ing less  than  1.7  meters  apart  that  are  presumed  to  have 
been  made  by  horse-drawn  wagons  was  included  for 
descriptive  purposes.  We  are  not  implying  that  this  was 
one  of  the  criteria  for  eligibility  to  the  National  Register 
of  l-listoric  Places.  The  four  criteria  for  eligibility,  out- 
lined in  36  CFR  60.4,  are  broad  statements  of  signifi- 
cance. Guidelines  for  evaluating  the  significance  of  cul- 
tural resources  under  these  criteria  have  been  issued  as 
BLM  fVlanual  supplement  8143,  appendix  7.  A  copy  of  the 
BLfvl  Manual  supplement  is  available  upon  request.  Also 
please  see  general  response  3. 

5.  The  information  about  the  approximate  routes  of  the  Cher- 

ol<ee  Trail  was  drawn  from  the  cultural  resource  inven- 
tory files  maintained  at  the  Rawlins  District  office.  As 
noted  on  page  103  of  the  draft  RfvlP/EIS,  this  information 
indicates  that  the  trail  followed  at  least  three  routes.  The 
locations  of  these  routes  will  be  identified  and  their  con- 
dition clarified  as  additional  inventories  of  trail  segments 
are  undertaken.  The  General  Land  Officp  plats  will  be 
consulted  at  that  time. 

6.  Thank  you  for  the  additional  information.  Also  please  see 

general  response  3. 

7.  The  cultural  resources  sections  of  this  document  were 

prepared  with  the  use  of  inventory  data  maintained  in 
files  at  the  Rawlins  District  office. 

Regardless  of  the  alternative  under  which  the  disturb- 
ance would  occur,  the  standard  protection  measures  out- 
lined in  the  Cultural  Resources/Natural  History  appendix 
to  the  draft  RMP/EIS  will  mitigate  most  adverse  effects 
on  cultural  resources  that  would  arise  from  surface- 
disturbing  activities.  The  information  from  inventories 
that  accrues  as  the  result  of  surface-disturbing  activities 
has  provided  us  with  useful  information  that  reflects  the 
cultural  resources  in  the  planning  area,  and  it  will  con- 
tinue to  do  so.  Although  the  information  collected  as  a 
result  of  surface-disturbance  mitigation  may  be  incom- 
plete with  respect  to  culturally  homogeneous  areas,  it  is 
not  erroneous. 

It  is  our  intent  not  only  to  address  the  inherent  value  of 
the  cultural  resources  within  the  planning  area  through 
this  plan  but  to  identify  strategies  through  which  these 
resources  can  be  managed  within  the  context  of  multiple 
use. 

8.  As  outlined  in  the  Cultural  Resources/Natural  History 

appendix  to  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  the  assignment  of  cul- 
tural resource  properties  to  specific  use  categories 
reflects  decisions  pertaining  to  the  management  of  those 
resources.  These  decisions  are  implemented  through 
activity  plans  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  BLM  plan- 
ning process,  which  is  described  in  general  response  2. 

9.  The  pertinent  legislation  is  as  follows:  the  American  An- 

tiquities Act  of  1906;  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes 
Act  of  1926;  the  Historic  Sites  Act  of  1935;  the  Reservoir 
Salvage  Act  of  1960,  as  amended  by  Archeological  and 
Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1974;  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended;  the  National  Envi- 
ronmental Policy  Act  of  1969;  Executive  Order  1 1593;  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976;  the 
American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act  of  1978;  and  the 
Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  of  1979. 


a 
I 

l| 

I 
I 
I 


144 


I 
I 

i 

li 

I 

I 
I 
I 


1 


10.  The  inventory  of  intact  Overland  Trail  segments  actually 
began  in  1976  and  is  an  ongoing  effort.  Field  inspections 
of  the  segments  identified  in  this  plan  will  be  conducted 
before  the  lands  surrounding  the  segments  are  actually 
segregated  from  mineral  location  If  the  condition  of  one 
or  more  of  these  segments  has  deteriorated  to  the  extent 
that  it  can  no  longer  be  considered  intact,  withdrawal  of 
the  lands  surrounding  that  segment  will  not  be  pursued- 


5B 


•  ""•cuJS" 


Department  of  Environmental  Quality 


Juno   llust>dnd 

Bureau  of   Land   .Mana;«rwni 

P.O.    Soi   670 

Oe/ir   fir.    Iliisr-xid: 


1\  Upon    rfvu   of    the    Draft    Resource-   .lan^K^tMnT    Plan    jnd    Knv  i  rnnnw  ntnl     ImpafC 

K      Staiewent    fc    ■t>r  MpdKintf   Bo«  jnO   Diviilc   Rencmrrp   Arpas.    I    hnvif   t'^und    several 
5      poirii.'(   inai    1    «'juld    likp   10   commoni   on.      My    first    cnmBrni    penains   to   toe  Cilibpn'? 
f      ftpardlunauf   -    '.e.      Duo   to   the    limitpd    sup   of    this   sue   (11   acrpsl.    I    Irvi    itini,   a 

Sp\an  of  "peroui>n9  snould  bp  roiuired  foi 
In  odulitmri,  .la  arpa  si't^fns  Gpgironf lat p 
Uiesp   pri))Hi'..i 


iroKi  I. 


llurUilnCO    III. Ill    Fil  fi-rci]    1 


•n   a.t   an   ACFC.      N,-i[hi 

yOl      I     lil-ln-v.-     H 


I  The  ^ud'' .   C-flp  '"usnion   Pl.ioL  CummiiriHv    is  iy    second   arm   uf   Liintern,       I    li—l 

Sihal    ihp   uni'iuyni-ss  yJ    this   area   warrants  nmrp   proit-ciinn   th/in   iiruvulrd   undor 

.  ihe  Prrferrptl   Alien 

1  to  Be  nore  approprii 

g  I   MM  iiJiti'  cniKPrm'il   lh;ii 

5  AlUTnal  I..-   T.'.lil    h.-   .IfirimPiK.il    in    Hi*-    I'.-lu.in    |i I.U  n 

■  Ti.   iif..»nlp   pi.  t.-.  1 -,111   Ml   ilim   KBuiil    isli tl2   ;iri.-sj    it    sli.ml.i   li.-    llsi.-.i   -i^   n.i 

2  AO.f   .iiiii   iHiiluia'-'l    1"   iiinlriil    luiliiUit    :1im  iirluilx  r    l«-l  urr   u    li.iliil.li     |iM'liii«n    is 

S'  ulisiTVi'd.       Til"    Kiiiautif-nl     ,irtiiiii^     I  i  St '-il    nmlor    Allcrnniiv-    I*    «."jM     It    i)r  i-f  i-f  jiMi- 


The   provi.^iions  prowidd   under    AUcrnaiive   fl  .iiipv.i 

ihif  (an.-tiiCAi'ni   :if(ii>ns   li.sn-il   iiml^r    U'O  Pfi'fjrri 
111   (lif  i»-<  u.in 
uill     is!j {[1   ; 


^  Mv    final 

%      fur  the  S.md  i 


..Ct'lT"  Boi'(fr.g      e       173  W*nl  JSm  Sirpei      a      C.r<prfnn 


Response  to  Letter  5 

1.  The  proposed  plan  in  chapter  2  contains  a  discussion  of 
management  direction  and  intent  for  all  areas  consid- 
ered for  ACEC  designation  and  the  rationales  for  the  pro- 
posals as  to  which  areas  would  be  designated  ACECs. 
Although  not  proposed  for  ACEC  designation,  the 
Gibben's  beardtongue  area  would  be  withdrawn  from 
locatable  mineral  location  under  the  proposed  RMP. 
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Continental  Divide  Trail  Society 


P  O  BOX  30002 


aCTHESDA.  WO  7oau 


Mr-   John   Husband 

Team   Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Rawl ins  District 

f.o.  aox  r^lO 

Rjwlins,  wyominq    82301 


Dra 


Mr .  Husband : 


We  submit  these  comments  ■ 
Plan/ Environments  1  Impact  Scat 
Divide  Resource  Areas . 


1 


Our  concetrn  relates  to  the  Cont; 
Tratl.  It  IS  our  understanding  that  the  CDMST  ' 
in  accordance  with  subsequent  activity  planning 
this  process  would  be  carried  out  with  public  p. 
comment;  please  note  our  desire  to  work  with  yo 
the  activity  planning.  However,  there  seems  to 
for  your  efforts  in  this  area:  the  pre 
sort  o£  goal  -  perhaps  five  years  foe 
tion  q£  a  particular  route. 


al  01 


nt  RMP  should 
e  location  and 


v«  loped 
th.jt 


While  we  will  reserve  specific 
activity  planning  phase,  we  do  note 
give  priority  attention  to  securing 


il 


.he 


commendat i or 

th  approval  the  plans  to 
proved  access  to  the  Atlant- 
..  .,...,,  Ferns  Mountains,  and  Miller  Hill.   [n  evaluating  oppor- 
tunities for  such  access,  please  give  special  attention  ^rnd  weight 
to  transactions  that  might  facilitate  the  routing  of  Che  Continen- 
tal Divide  Trail  - 


We  agree  with  the  stated  <ii 
visual  resource  management.  The 
the  Ferris  Mountains  is  well  del 
CDriST  should  also  receive  CUss 
decisions  are  perhaps  best  left 


Ti  of  benefiting  the  CONST  through 
proposed  Class  I  designation  for 
er  ved  .   Othpr  aretis  a  long  thf 
or  Cl.iss  t  I  VHM  ,  though  ypf.-  i  t  ic 
unci  i  the  act  ivity  planning  ph'i:;p  . 


1 


full 


There  are  many  ponds  in  the  dunes 
rercis  Mountains.  September  finds  thei 
very  unusual  area,  which  may  well  turn 
of  the  CDT,  should  be  man-iged  to  maint. 
The  proposal  to  encourage  OHV  activity  at  t 
not  be  approved  at  the  expense  of 
values. 


east    end   of 

i}i    witerfowl. 

,o    be    a    reward i 


a tural  envico 

Dune  Ponds"  s 

Idl ife   or    recreati 


SB 


Mc.    John    Hu-;band 


3^      The  recognition  of  historic  trails  is  appropriate 
2  could  add  to  the  list  other  historic  routes  as  well  -  thos 


S—  □£  Ashley  and  Fremont^  for  example.   But  we  ^le    particularly 
interested  in  Che  CheroKee  Trail  and  the  basis  for  its  route  as 
depicted  in  Map  17:   have  you  included  your  information  source 
in  th"  list  of  references?   IThe  Forest  Service's  Comprehensive 
1  Plan  for  the  Continental  Divide  Trail,  and  pecpahs  volumes  1 

Sand  4  of  cur  Guide  to  the  Continental  Divide  Trail  should  also 
be  included  in  the  References.) 


4K      The  large  folding  map  identifies  ACEC's  at  Atlantic  Rim 
S  Brown  Canyon  Rim,  and  TUtte  Divide.   Wr  support  ^-ach  oC 


^  these  proposed  ACEC's,  the  designation  of  which  might  also 

Sfacilit.-ite  location  of  the  Continental  Divide  Trail-  The  table 
of  aUecnativea  (Table  11  should  be  amended  to  include  tne-Jf- 

1  ACEC's  in  accord.l.nce  with  the  folding  map.   IWc  would  alM)  note 
b  our  support  tor  wilderness  designation  for  the  Ferns  Mounnins 

2  WSA  -  evt-n  though  we  understand  this  to  be  beyond  the  s^-opo  o£ 
H  the  present  action-) 

Please  kLeep  us  informed  about  further  planning  efforts  and 
decisions  affecting  the  Divide  Resource  Area  and  let  us  know  it 
we  can  provide  additional  information  pertinent  to  the  comments 
above . 


James  R.  WOlE 
i   Director  ^ 


Responses  to  Letter  6 

1.  See  general  response  2.  After  the  RMP  is  approved,  a 

RAMP  will  be  developed  for  the  Continental  Divide 
National  Scenic  Trail  as  the  activity  planning  tier  in  the 
BLM  planning  system.  We  will  make  every  effort  to  in- 
clude the  public  in  the  development  of  our  management 
and  designation  strategy  for  this  trail.  The  RAMP  will  set 
a  schedule  tor  locating  and  designating  specific  route 
segments.  Some  segments  will  take  longer  to  designate 
than  others  (tor  example,  routes  through  the  checker- 
board), so  establishing  a  schedule  in  this  RMP  would  be 
impractical. 

2.  The  part  of  the  Dune  Ponds  area  that  would  be  opi,. 

ORV  use  is  adjacent  to  the  road  leading  to  Seminoe  Res- 
ervoir (Carbon  County  road  351).  is  designation  has 
been  clarified  in  the  proposed  RMP,  .ind  a  new  map  is 
included  in  this  document  to  show  tt.i  location  of  the 
area  (map  33).  The  ponds  to  which  yn  refer  are  several 
miles  from  those  described  above. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  5  of  letter  3. 

4.  The  large  folded  map  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  showed  are:^  ■- 

considered  for  ACEG  designation  in  one  or  more  alter- 
natives. Under  the  proposed  RMP,  one  of  the  areas  you 
mention,  a  portion  of  the  Atlantic  Rim  area,  would  be  in- 
cluded in  the  Jep  Canyon  ACEC. 


7 


EQUITOUR 


I  h,>   ,ir'M    ■>rf   iinicni  ul  I  V.      I    x)in  <  r,ii'.  itii  i  ■!    tti;u    rt'c  fvdl  iun   till    bp 
,1    vfrv    i;mm'I1v    iir  t  ^'^i';  ini;    I.Tl-^r    in    y^nit    ,  ■■iisi  Jcr.it  i  rms. 

W.-   .ire  a..,,si    iI'MSfil    t-  li.ivf   (..■(■■n   .itili-   to   '^i^ri    runt:inii 
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Response  to  Letter  7 


1.  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments.  Also  please  see  general 
response  1. 


Response  to  Letter  8 

1.     Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments. 
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RoOTfl    113i,    Federal    nulldlnj 
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Stwce 

100  r.niie    B   Streee 
Casper.   UvrtRlnf!      B7f>ni 

Juno   29.    1997 
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Hr.   John  HuebaniJi   Tcon   Leador 
Bureau  of  Land  Kanagetnane 
P.O.    Bqk    670 
RavUns,   Uyovlng     SZ301 

Dear  Mr>  Husband; 

The  SoU  Conservation  Service 
presented  and  on  Ehe  .tdequacy  i 
4nd  Divide  Resource  Atean, 


ae  did  appreclace  Che  opporrunlty  to   review  eh*  Draft  Retource  ManaRement 
Plan/Envlronaffntal  Impact  Sttcemerc  (RMP/EIS)  for  ehe  areas. 


■  FRANK    3.    JDtCKSOA.  ^"^ 


JDtCKSOrV 
Scata  ConsarvaClanlBi 
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DEP*»TMENT  Of  ThC  aiA  force 
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Mr,  Hillary  A.  fijiii,  se^tc  Uirccior 

IKS,    lv>paf tmenr   ot    '.hp   IniTiur 
Surf.iu  cif    I., ml  M.m;iH'"™*ni 
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'  to  revi'-v  ihe  Draft  Fnvin 
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suppori  ijf    rill-  RLH  in  il^vc ir^ung   functional 
i".!t    ici  luniHii.      Ilii-  Air  l-ofce  c 
iJin?    lhr»  nTil    [u   retJin  uSp  of   eiiilirg   anj 
railit.iiy    fliRht    trsiiiiiis   arpas   and   routes 


for 


■   lhi",i 


Currpntlv  scver.il  Air  Force  3ir  op-rat  iofi5  incliiJin?   instrument  flight 
irainins   rouie-i   iron't^"!   Ui>;  'v-iJirinc  How  Hesourc    Vrea  portion  of  the 
■itinly  arfj.     'ii-rc  if  icil  Ik.    '"  ^1^  3r»i  '^H   '"lO,    jJl    jfil  !;4!   craverse  this 
portion  "f    Ui""  -.luil.    Jici,      aU'iouhIi  fliR'H   irainiriR  ar^as,    routes,  ami 
aifipacT  rct[uirciTtf'nt5  oi    llie  wilitHfy  .ire  "^uiijcci   to  clvinne  and  do  change 
f  re'.wnt  Iv,    it    i>:  not  .iniic ipateil  tliot   ncM  rtjuies  will   fie  established  in 
Che  ijT¥neOiate  future.      In  ajilition  you  need  to  t>e  aware  of  the  approach/ 
departure   routes    imo  aiisl  from  f.?..   Viarren  AFB  as  s'lown  on  your  naps  in 
the   vicinity  of   Ch^veniie,    Wyoiatng. 


I  rp'yuire'ients,    fuel 


are!   ' 


lontal  cnnstr3inl<;  dftemine 
ivirii"'.  tV'causp  of  grrwral 
iviJtion  ami  t«upuUtion  pif-^tuirs,  luw  It-vpl  tiidit  ■sp't^l  fliahts  are  rele- 
gnlrit  to  jrf.is  wliiih  .itp  Ir.ist  aufsMliir  ,iihl  ii).tf,i'ly  inluhitcd.  There- 
fore, «*■  r'-'Pif^c  iliar  yiui  x i tc  hrM  ( -insidiTiK  inn  r ti  how  plannins  ar«J 
mjn^iBCfnftit  ()riJsi(j|i>.  n.\jr  |.y  v^iir  .iccftcy  way  advTsiily  affect  or  restrict 
use  of  li'w  ,iUiii)-lr  uf'-i'oc  I'V  r  hr  iiiiusry.  Hie  X\r  l-orCT  position  on 
this  m.ni'-r    is   h.T-cd   -m   ttif-   lueti    traniniu  .mil   fr.irfinesi    ifalucs    rendered 
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ted   tf>  avoid  such  attivity  hy  at    least   i  nautical   (S."( 
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i>'e  are  hopeful  this  informacion  is  usrEul  in  voiir  plamiing. 
adiiicioiial  infoiin.ic  ion  is  iifrnJed,  our  st^jff  pJini  of  contact. 
RavTtioiid   Bmiurnvcr,    (ZMj  oSJ-JJ-tl,    or  rrs  ■^'ftO-lJJl. 


't:rrtMs£-Li'?.t 

Copy  to; 

topucy  Director, 

IK)  DSAh'I  tL"V 

Enwironmental   Ptafining  Division 

John  ItushanJ, 

Team  Lead'T 

10 
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Response  to  Letter  9 

1.  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments.  We  will  continue  to  coor- 
dinate with  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  regarding 
our  fire  suppression  activities  that  require  the  use  of  air- 
craft. 


Response  to  Letter  10 

1 .  Livestock  grazing  would  not  be  excluded  from  the  Miracle 
Mile  under  the  proposed  RMP.  Instead,  we  would  give 
special  attention  to  livestock  grazing  management  to 
maintain  wildlife  habitats  along  the  Miracle  Mile.  We  will 
continue  to  work  with  you  in  this  direction. 


I 
I 


I 
I 

I 
I 
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United  Ststoa 
Dopartaent  of 


SOS   ;2(rllne   Drive 
Larulfl,    UyoBlng      62070 


Reply  to:    1930 

Dato:    July    13, 


John   Husbtuid,   Taaa  l,ea<l»f 

Buntu  of  Land  Honaeftasnt 

Raullna  District 

Box  670 

H«MllniS,   VT     83101 

Oeer  Hr,   Husbuid; 

After  r«vl8wlng   the    Reaourcn  Man«gefflent   Plan   and  Draft   EIS    for  th* 
Hedlcln*  BoM-Oiwldii   fl«3oijrco  Areoe,    tne   following  comnwnta  are 
ofr»r«d    for-  your  conald«r«tlon. 


1' 


32  ' 

1 

45- 

5S' 


Th«  ayrebols  for  the  LaraMla  Po»k  Big  Caao  Winter  Rihro  snd 
the  S/6111e  Deer  Ulnter  PBSturs  on  tho  iegood  for  Cha  Land 
Status  Mid   Grazing  Allotawnt  BoundnrlflS  0»p  sre  rflTsrasd. 

Pago    19,    p»rt.    1    -  Stiitos,    'ConaldorBtlon  shoyld  b©  given  to 

uatsrahed "      It  yould   be  helpful   to   Include  what    tha 

conslderDtlOR  12  for  those  areas,  eapffClslly  slnoo  tha  wick 
hlg  gano  unit  Ifi  Of  aucti  a  sonaltlve  natyr*  to  the  Uiroiiilng 
CaBO  and  Plan  Departawne.  In  addition,  tho  areas  Hated  in 
thla  pnroBrBDh  ore  not  shown  on  tho  ACEC  auip,  which  mf  bo 
helpful  to  looato  cAes. 

Map  iS,   pagE  85  -  This  nap  shows  tha  Off-Hoa^   Vehicle 
Designations  Top  the  planning  araa.     IE  seeiro  that  aotm  of 
thfi  ACEC  areas  and  iHporcwit  sane  areaa,   such  as  th«  Wlch 
Unit,    ahowld   hava  aomt  Wind  of  OHV  restrletlons.      Wail   th« 
wyoalns  G«b«  ""161  ^^'f>  Dapartnent  consulted  diroctly  for  input 
regsrdlna  30«o  of  thalr  laportaot  Mnaaesont  arens? 

figure  1,   pa«B  Sfi  -  Ix.  Is  not  ^ery  ciofiP  wttafc  this  map 
intends  to  dapiot.     So»e  oxpiaretoir  dleiogwo  would  be 


Map  20,   paga  iCfl  -  This  map  shows  Forest  Lands  with  tho 
Potential   fop  iBtansw*  Hanasewoc.     Many  of  the  hlahiy 


FQ-sioo-HHrt: 


11c 


1920  Mr.    Husband: 


vvi9  3 


for   the  Tai»loua   profraas   llstwd    in  Chapter  Four  conclude  oy 
otBting   -MafiageBent  accionB    for  the   foUowin*  prtjarnms  or 

ro30or«eD  Hill  have   virtually  no  effect   on '      ka  i:e9crlbed    in  6 

abote,    thl3   atateeent  aay  aot  be   »nCirely   lacurate   for  all   the 
proHrftffl  asauaptlono,    and   additional  dlaeuaalon  nay  bo  neeaeeary. 

Wq  MpprDciats  the  opportunity  to  rorlew  and   coaaent  on   tha  draft 
£1S   for  tpio  Hedlelne  Bow-Dl»ld«   Heaource  Areas.      If  we  can  provide 
any  oddltlonal  nsalstanea,    please  coataot  ua. 


^-X^f^  "^-^t 


'^-'i-CVHi'T-^ 


't-«nM-i«r  an 


11B 


1920  Mr.   HusfiOAd; 
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produatLva  tlmtiar  areas  ar«  adjacent  to,  or  nesr.   tho 
boundary  of  the  Hedlelns  Bets  HfitlODcl  Forest   (HSHF).      Since 
tha  tlmbar  produotloa  level  under  this  proposed  plan  Is  belne 
laoroaaod,    It  i^lll  b«  laportanc   to  caardlnate  all   tlabor 
najQiQeaent  aotlvitlss  batvceo  the  tvo  ogcnoles. 

Pago   )5V  "  Under  Air  Quality  it  statos,   "There  ar«  no  Class  I 
air  quality  areas  la  the  planning  areo."     The  Savass  Hun 
Wilderness  Area  on  the  Medicine  Bou  National  Forest  Is  a 
Class  I  area  according  to  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendsents  of 
1977,   Section    l62(a)C2).      This  say  have  sane   lapllcatlcins  for 
any  oanagepent  aotlTttlaa  that  could   affeot  the  air  quality 
of  these  areas. 

Pago  217  -  It  states  that  aanageaeat  actions  for  th« 
following  progrojia  will   ba^e  rlrtuaily  no  effect  on   tho 
Forest   resource  under  any  of  the  altematlTeo.      Using 
IlTsstocK  grazing   is  an  esaapla,    regeneration  of  a  clcarcut 
aay  be  retarded  by  ilYestOck  uae  ao   that  the   five   to  aeven 
year  requiretaant   In   the  EIS   'or  adaquataly   reatocliinc   the 
unit  cannot  be  aet.     The  Talldity  oj*  this  atatenant  oay  be 
questioned;   therofora,   further  anilysls  wir  be  necaaeary. 

Forestry  Appendix,   page  3Z7  -  Thla  page  states  that  It  Is  BLH 
policy  that  stands  will  be  adequately  reforested  within   15 
years  foilovlng  harrest.     on  page  217  of  the  £IS,   how«ver,   it 
states  that  cXear<;ut5  will  be  adequately  restocked  within 
five  to  seven  yasrSc      Is   this  ec  atteapt   to  be  anre   In 
QOBpilance  with  STMft?      If  not.    11  conoem  aaf  orLae  that  the 
five  to  asTon  yoep  period  any  not  be  long  enough  If  your 
agency  has  deterBiaeti  that  15  yenra  la  the  optlBua  period   for 
reforms tetion^ 

roraetry  Appendix,    page   330  •>  File  ajnd  bum   is  discussed   as 
one  of  the  mChoda  of  alBSti  treataesit.      &n   snalyBla  wsa  done 
on  tho  ^'BSe  ,   and  it  was  deCervined  thnt  pllo  and  burn  is  one 
of  the   least  desirable  Bothods  of  slash  disposal.      Piling 
tends   to  raduce   produatlvlty  of  the  OTer&ll  site  by 
concontretlns  topsoll  In  the  piles,   which  is  detrlnentsl 
where  tha  topaoll   la   thin  to  begin  with.     Puming  the  piles 
usually  creates  enough  beat  >o  that   the  soil   is   virtually 
Bterllised,   whlcft  can  potentially  Halt  vegetation  growth  fop 
Bony  decodes.     This  roaulta  In  reducing  the  land  base  for 
tlaber  production.     The  HBHT  has   found  that  roller  chopping 
IS  generally  the  laost  affective  eethod   of  aite  preparation. 
The  larger  material  aay  be  reaoved  by   firewood   collectors,   op 
even  pre-oklddwl   for  firewood  collection. 

Section    102CC),    (t)   -   Cv)    of  HEPA   requires,    -e  detailed 
statement  by  the  responsible  official   on—.*        Chapter  Four 
Of  the   EIS  does  not  appear  to  adequately  address   tho  rive 
3Ub.»ectlooa  (I-t)  of  Seotioo  102-     Many  of  the  aasunptlona 


Responses  to  Letter  1 1 

1 .  You  are  correct.  Thank  you  for  bringing  this  to  our  atten- 

tion. 

2.  The  section  to  which  you  refer  is  a  part  of  our  planning 
criteria.  Planning  criteria  are  not  management  prescrip- 
tions or  proposed  management  actions;  rather,  they 
serve  to  focus  our  planning  effort  on  the  issues.  The  con- 
siderations for  the  areas  listed  are  included  in  the  pro- 
posed RMP  in  the  management  actions  for  wildlife  hab- 
itat, iivestocl<  grazing,  and  soils,  water,  and  air. 

3.  ORV  use  would  be  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails  over 

the  entire  planning  area.  Areas  are  proposed  for  more 
intensive  management  where  known  resource  conflicts 
warrant  such  action  and  where  stricter  limitations  would 
help  resolve  the  conflicts.  These  areas  include  the  Sand 
Hills  area,  the  Dune  Ponds  area,  and  the  West  Seminoe 
area.  If  other  areas  are  identified  as  problem  areas  in  the 
future,  those  problems  will  be  addressed. 

We  have  consulted  with  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department  regarding  that  agency's  important  manage- 
ment areas., 

4.  Figure  4  is  intended  to  clarify  the  nonadditive.  overlap- 

ping acreages  listed  under  "Leasable  Minerals— Oil  and 
Gas"  on  pages  51  and  52  and  "Locatatale  Minerals"  on 
pages  55  and  56  in  the  draft  document.  Simply  adding 
the  listed  acreages  would  equal  a  larger  acreage  than 
would  actually  be  affected.  The  totals  shown  in  the  figure 
take  the  overlap  into  account. 

5.  We  will  continue  to  coordinate  our  timber  management 

activities  with  the  Medicine  Bow  National  Forest.  This 
will  include  annual  coordination  meetings  and  solicita- 
tion of  your  input  into  the  environmental  assessments  for 
proposed  forest  management  activities  on  public  lands 
near  the  forest  boundary. 
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6.  Thank  you  for  bringing  this  to  our  attention.  In  chapter 

3  of  this  final  document,  under  "Additions  and  Correc- 
tions to  Soil,  Water,  and  Air  Resources,"  we  have  added 
the  information  that  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is 
classified  as  a  Class  I  area  by  the  state  of  Wyoming. 

7.  Regeneration  in  harvested  areas  being  retarded  by  live- 

stock grazing  has  not  been  a  problem  in  the  past  and  is 
not  expected  to  be  a  problem  in  the  future  in  the  planning 
area.  If  livestock  were  to  become  a  problem  in  a  specific 
area,  there  are  several  options  that  could  alleviate  the  sit- 
uation, including  fencing,  planting,  and/or  adjusting  the 
amount  of  livestock  use.  Also  please  see  general 
response  3. 

8.  The  five  to  seven  year  period  mentioned  on  page  217  was 

an  assumption  used  to  analyze  impacts.  This  figure  was 
based  on  our  past  experiences  in  regenerating  harvested 
areas.  The  15  years  discussed  on  page  327  was  a  state- 
ment of  policy.  In  this  planning  area,  we  expect  that  clear- 
cuts  will  continue  to  be  adequately  restocked  more 
quickly  than  required  by  policy. 

9.  Pile  and  burn  is  one  of  several  slash  disposal  and  site  prep- 

aration methods  available  for  use  in  this  area.  We  have 
employed  roller  chopping  in  some  areas  in  the  past  and 
will  again  in  the  future.  We  recognize  the  impacts  asso- 
ciated with  the  pile  and  burn  method  of  slash  disposal 
and  we  analyze  these  potential  impacts  in  the  EA  for  a 
particular  timber  sale.  We  also  realize  that  roller  chop- 
ping may  not  be  desirable  in  certain  circumstances  such 
as  heavy  slash  accumulations  or  when  potential  purchas- 
ers do  not  have  the  necessary  equipment. 

10.  The  five  subsections  of  NEPA  that  you  refer  to  are 
included  in  the  discussion  of  environmental  conse- 
quences where  applicable;  however,  they  are  not  cov- 
ered under  separate  subheadings.  Also  please  see 
general  response  3. 


Response  to  Letter  12 

1 .     Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments. 
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(This  handwtUten  ;ett«f  has  been  typed  vecbaClm  Eor  better  teadabt I Ity. J 
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Response  to  Letter  13 

1.    Thank  you  fortaking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments. 


14B 
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and  crwif;  orrjani j:mon';  suci  as  OCTA  [Oregon  CaHfi^rnlfl  Trails  Association) 
ytn^   all   '.iJSf,   I'd'h    i   '.Mg-i'.-'tng   dm'Junt  Qf  money. -fjf   cnur?e   tax   payers*    exoense. 
OCTA  wd'itinc)  rflijre   ^riil  tpnr>f  money   from  members,    and   BLM   sending  out   a   "Gift 
Cataloq."     Frnm  my  e«oefi^nce  at    Isiist,   there  is  more  avideice  tttat  3LM  is 
aCCQinph^hinq  nore   tnan  most   Of   the   rest. 

flu-pbef  Thrne:     Recently   I    receivijd  a  BLM  reoort  on  "Location.   Access,  Owner- 
snip,    and  Condition  of    Ir.nl   did/or  Stage  jtation."     Under  the  heading,   Access, 
«<fh  very  fow  furcotions,  ';n  PiiiUiC  ftCrESS  was   listed.      To   the  historian  this 
IS   dova'-t'lt  tnf)    (of  ijrm.it  ion.       It    Siunrl--,    like   an   riDsohiie    IniDOSSibl  1  i  ty   to  be 
jtiln    in   ':*■'    ii't'j   [hi--.'?   hi<:torir    .ir-.is.      I   wrote   BLM,   Cheyenne  Office,    to   e«olatn 
10  .TO  Mh',  catfjnoriC'i  I    Msimtj.     My  laitnr  was  forwarded  to  the  fiawlins  District 
offi'-o  jnd   1    r^reived  an  answer  from  Mr,  .'■liiie  Karbs   teHing  me  the  category  means 
i'jst  «hdt    It  says,    "'lo  P-j'-'ic  ■*'c;i>ss."     Actually  across   the  Bitter  Creelt   area 
th-ro  ifB  no  "^tno"  or  ni?,    "No  Tresoass"   signs  to  the  Overland  Trail   sites    in 
'.hit    ^JC■lt'^^^,    I    -.^jiioos"  i-'no  rauld  ro'itjct  '?ach    Ijnd  owner   listed  there  Out 
■■vi.'iy'in..    \r,  ,|r.;rn  thnra  f>irts  ri"w  .ihii  therij    is  nothing   CO  fiam  but  scrub  sage, 
■iT-i'i'.r'   ..;'i.    ind  '-I'lir.,     ill.!''  he.  ut^ii.-'icd  -iiiv'^ral    sites   from  cattle  rubbing 
tii<>  'i'ljfiiing  '.t^n'",    jM't  tr.)il  m.nitor?  dOfin.     There,   of  course,    can  be  vandalism 
;),,[    it   '-.....-.r.  miv  "'!f"i  a.ick "  '<■>'.  '.um"  rndem  n-iiies  .jnd  dates  carved  into  it 
■nil    :■)  ,1',,  ■,    |i,ii.Mi<TirN»if "  »'■  I-    .inii    ii    I'.  'nn<:>'il,    sad  hut  true. 

1    „\:h    inMiMrl   nl    [ihinl.l*   st.niF..,    ■t.irl'."   liLMnnuld    include   the    information   that 
"111   '.n  [■■'.;'■   ■"■•JUS    yon   Cj'iM    L^y   iQni.n:'.  inq    1  ind   owners;    they   iri    listed    in    the 
sa'n-  BL"''  nuiiHcati'jn  and   1    iti  pretty  sure  any  reasonable  request  -ill   be  granted, 
tti??  51sa   Gutie   '".tation    ■•iy  o?  seen  by  ohoning  the  31acK  9utte  Coal   Co.   ^qzV. 
5(irinqs  off'Ce.     Mjke  an  iD0Ointr"eii t .      They  provide  an   interesting  guided  tour. 
Go'np  r^Ficha--^  jre  groud  to  ihow  the  preservation  efforts  they  have  ^ade  aver  the 
jnir^.     "iny  have  be^n  rgjl   gujidians  of  the  treasured  remains  of  the  Great 
Mi'irit'on  «■■'.'.      Oiip  or   t,.i.  ■"ly  just  oUin  '  ly  "10"  but  tnerz  are  SO  many  sites 
ij  '.no    if    ,,,j  nns".  :<"Q  or   tno   yju  '.till   qpt  the   idea  of   the  whole  picture  of   the 


■m 

\  1  th 

rriuqh    Wyn-ninrj, 

'  '"> 

I  be 

1  flB  -' 

ahle  to  attend 

he  onOlic  mooting   in  Laramie   in  August.     Will 
■■s.neerel/, 

Ann  arijning  3rown 
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1358  North  18th  Street 
Laramie,  ur  32070 
July  ?B.  19B7 


^,  Tom  iale 

BLM  District  Archaeologist 

Sawlins.  uy  32301 

Dear  ^r.   late: 

In  d   letter  recently  address  to  "Participants'    from  Mr,  l^ichard  Bastin,   District 
Manager's  office   in  Rawlins,   asking  for   inout  on  various  and  sundry  subjects    I 
hr.ve  only  a  few  select  areas  that  1  imow  anything  about. 

Hi;-nber  One:      1   bave  been  trying  to  get   the  Overland  Emigrant  Hail    and  Stage  Trail 
recognized  on  Che  National  Register  of  Historic  Trails.     Many  sites  througn  this 
pjit  of  Wyoming  are  as  of  now  on  the  National  Registef.     [  am  attaching  the 
agenda  used  on  a  field  trip  of  the  Overland  Trail  July  12  through   17,    193?,  con~ 
duC.ed  by  the  University  of  Wyoming.     There  was  not  one  historic    location  where 
the  class  was  not  able  to  get  into,  not  only  to  see  the  remains  it  each  one  but 
the  ranchers  were  gracious   in  guiding  tours  and  explaining  events  of  historic 
value. 

In  the  "checlier  board"  land  ownership  in  the  Bitter  Z.r^%^  area  therp  are  fiundrcds 
of  i-risscross  roads  and  there  seems   to  be  no  "no  trespassing"  signs  up  anyvfhere. 
Oil   flold  trucks  and  eauioment  seen  to  Oe  every  wners  earning  and  going.     Why  is 
it  listed  Ko  Public  Access? 

Wasn't  there  at  one  time  and  maybe  now,    something  called  "ProtecElon  by  TerftEor- 
i,il  Bignts?"     If  so,  why  aren't  old  established  trails  open  to  the  public  so 
p*opli*  can  trawei   over  thetnr 

If  rinthing  else.    Isn't  there  some  way  that  ranchers  can  be  approached  for   land 
s-aos  for  trail   Space  across  to  such  places  as  waskee  ('Jashakee)   Station  and 
".cst  across   to  the  Bitter  Creek   area  stations?         Sridger  Pass  road  was  such  a 
dial  v^asn't  it?     I  would  I  ilie  to  see  the  old  "3ridger  Pass"   location  (cabin) 
acquired  by  either  BLM  or  the  State  of  Wyoming  for  preservation  before   it   is 
too  late- 

Number   Twot      i    am  making   these   suggestions    from   the    information   found  on   page 
Ei- ...Medicine  flow  Divide.  Resource  Areas,  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
[wnact  statement: 

it  :eems  to  me  there  is  a  no  ending  "struggle"  to  do  something  about  preserva- 
tion of  historic  sites.  There  is  evidence  of  "overiapping  over  laps"  of  effort 
&e"'Oen  Wyoming  State  Preservation  Offices,  the  BLM,  the  National  Parlt  Service, 
Wyoming  State  Engineers  Office  (year  after  year  of   surveying  and  map  matting) 


Responses  to  Letter  14 

1.  The  old  "Bridger  Pass"  location  (cabin)  was  one  of  the 

properties  containing  cultural  resource  values  that  was 
considered  for  acquisition,  as  described  on  page  27  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Although  we  recognize  the  signifi- 
cance of  this  property,  the  planning  area  contains  more 
than  5,000  known  cultural  resource  properties  on  public 
lands.  Many  of  these  also  are  significant  and  demand  our 
management  attention.  Therefore,  nc^iuisition  of  addi- 
tional properties  would  not  be  an  effective  function  of 
the  cultural  resource  management  program  in  the  plan- 
ning area  at  this  time.  Instead,  the  program  will  focus  on 
more  effective  management  of  cultural  resource  proper- 
ties already  on  public  lands. 

2.  "No  public  access"  means  that  there  is  not  a  public  road 

or  easement  to  a  site  or  through  private  land,  so  that  to 
visit  a  site  on  private  land  one  would  need  to  get  the  land- 
owner's permission  to  be  on  his  or  her  land.  "No  public 
access"  should  not  be  construed  to  mean  that  the  private 
landowners  are  unwilling  to  allow  interested  persons 
onto  their  land  to  visit  historic  sites.  As  you  mentioned, 
many  landowners  are  extremely  proud  of  the  historic  fea- 
tures on  their  land  and  their  efforts  to  preserve  them. 

The  Overland  Trail  passes  through  the  checkerboard  as 
it  goes  through  the  planning  area.  There  may  be  sites  on 
public  land  that  are  not  accessible  without  crossing  pri- 
vate land.  Again,  unless  there  is  a  public  road  or  ease- 
ment through  the  private  land,  a  visitor  would  need  to  con- 
tact the  private  landowner  to  get  permission  to  cross  his 
or  her  land  to  reach  public  land. 
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Department  of  Energy 

Wosiern  Area  Powef  Admimslranor 

P  0   Box  340? 

Golden.  CO    BO401 


Mr.  Jotin  Husband 

RmI'  Team  Leaoer 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Rawltns  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  670 

flawlins.  HT     82301 

Uear  Mr,  Husband: 

Wp  have  reviewed  thp  -Iraft  Hesource  Manatjcment   l-ldn/Envl  rnnmental    Impact 

Statement    (RMP/EIS)    for  the  Medicine  Bow  and  Divide  HesourCe  flrea^  and  have  no 

comments  to  offer. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  RMP/EIS.     We  would    like  to  requeU 
that  jou  continue  sending  these  types  of  documents   to  us    for  review  and 
comment  since  we  do  have  transmission  line  projects   located   in  the  general 


rrlrhriiim^  iht   {I  S    Con.i,i:nw»  BuriiwrjKial    -    fUT  l<iMJ 


Response  to  Letter  16 

1.    Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
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Tis?   i...t.n°n   9    I.    :.       In   nvery    in.ujnee    \r    . 
leasr.   b.;nifiri3l    t -)   -iHlife    in-J   -ildUFe 


rn-    infnrn.,11 


l.irr/  llBn.flann 
P.l.  Bo«  ill' 
»l-l  in.;.    Wy-t.       ?2)ni 


im    in.1   prnwiding 


SJp-irJ'J»J    capi.lly    sioi.   y°ar.       Ml    Uvo^tock    irizina   on   f.ybliT    land    aiiould 
prahibited   whure    rti*^    fame    is   no-.    In   Bxcellflnt    candUion.      The    ve^jatatibn 
ft      stnjii  be  jijch  that   soi\   "rosi-in    i 


■nte-j   an.l   wi  Hltfe    re^.    nic    li 


2  8.,  ,„,!'■"  ?.';s, ';,;,"  'jT'.',"  ;'■;"""■■  ;"■■  "*"  j"^'"'?  •■.  ■»=  •.j.i.ay.t» 


h       iJ".    -nul.1    p,.,yH 
1y    only 


lanoe]   for. 


ns    ibouc     .rnnt     ne^    of    pubtin    lan.Ja    S'jcb    as   oil    i    ^a;; 
nt.    ^unirij.      1,1    tncreat  lo.i  li     ,  .■■-    I;    '.i.at    -.at"t    a  nl    aic    pollution, 
on,    vildlife    nabiiat    On?  ■.  ruct  ion    and    coa.J    bJil-tin.;   be    kep^    to    a 
I]    yiolat'.fo   be   rj.jiokly    and    severly    pcoKecuteJ. 


I    tnink   1    I.-.    ti.e   iieit 
provide    for    ^i  Ml  ,fe    a„,l    ... 


dooon't    qo    far    enooqO    to 


;ini-,rely 


Responses  to  Letter  17 

1.     Please  see  general  response  6. 


2.  Controlled  burning  is  one  method  that  could  be  used  to 
renew  old  stands  of  diseased  timber  if  that  was  the  pri- 
mary goal.  The  major  tree  species  that  would  be  har- 
vested under  this  RMP  islodgepole  pine.  This  tree  is  spe- 
cialized by  nature  to  become  established  after  wildfires. 

Depending  on  their  size  and  intensity,  wildfires  subse- 
quently remove  all  the  existing  vegetation.  The  condi- 
tions created  from  clearcutting  are  similar  to  those  cre- 
ated by  wildfires  and  allow  for  regeneration  of  lodgepole. 
In  addition  to  helping  establish  new,  healthy  stands,  har- 
vesting the  timber  provides  wood  products  for  human 
needs.  If  proper  procedures  are  followed,  clearcutting  is 
an  environmentally  sound  and  cost-effective  form  of 
achieving  multiple-use  forest  management  objectives. 

Controlled  burns  are  being  considered  for  use  to  improve 
the  health  of  aspen  stands.  While  we  do  not  have  any  spe- 
cific areas  scheduled  for  treatment  at  this  time,  controlled 
burning  isanoption  we  will  consider,  particularly  for  wild- 
life habitat  improvement  projects. 

Since  lodgepole  pine  is  used  for  wood  products  in  the 
planning  area,  it  is  possible  to  practice  clearcutting  for 
this  species.  However,  no  significant  markets  have  been 
developed  for  aspen.  This  is  the  major  reason  that  con- 
trolled burning  is  considered  for  aspen  but  not  for  lodge- 
pole pine. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


I  3 


land  ,    Tf.io   Lender 
liyoBlne 


Subject: 


'   Endlnewrlnij   Cfotiii 


Itam  cne   Sc4ce   ULreccer,    Bureau  'it    Lind  Hanagemi 


1« 
2§ 


ch*   probleta  oC    dlaposflL    of    ' 
U   And  eonslders    ^osnLbLe   d 


production  of  gait  and  oil  and  CO 
waters  in  b""' I  pics.  The  statetBenc,  however,  aho.iLd  address 
at  such  produced  (ormaclon  uAtera,  dlscuas  dlspoa-il  opdonn,  ai 
related    Lnpacca  on  ground-water    r«<ource9- 


.alyalB   of    InipHcts   of   coil    raining  should    Include   i^ffecc! 
levBis,    quality,    jnd   avcllabl LI cy. 


0>^«»^'-^ 


Copy   to:      DUtrlcc  Chief.   WW3.    Cheyenne,    Wyoatng 
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ornxMrn 


orii 
ijli. 


O  u»0<50N  *veMjE  ■«6W>'0««   N*    100"  'Ei.Et'HONE  i.-'7i  W/ lOOO 


?uc'-du    yf     ;.jnd     Mjfiq. 
Box    670 


1     -rif    ,   ,u    tu    iifjc    iri.it    ..11     Lhrt?'      ')f    '.no 

■,.,\-  t    ,■        .  I   lir.-tii--'.  -     (.'■     m.rlir      j  fi  V  u  I   ■    .1."     '-u 

.,  I  1      .nd      ;  IS     tjf--:,_c'^t  in-).        ^ur-Mi-     -■■     ■-■m 
■,.■.0      ■■I'.'tti     uf     ynp     „L-rrfjnt     'jf     this      l.Ki'J' 
:     Jiso    wi:,h    t,'j    n-ivc    m^    'pposi'i     ■■     •  1.'    BLMs 
;.r,j    .jil     ,.!'.     Jc'.i,.l!)prr>i.MiL     iii     Lli'.'     'hJiUine 


If    llK-tc    ci    i    tuiiL.'    .jmoijtit    uf    oi:/,js    on 
ojcth    (and    wc    dli    j.-jt-jo    thoco    is)    trten 
wn,'    in   'lod '  f*    n.imo    use   out    awii    first?      "do 
dc    >OkJ    ^Jii:     t^    liave    tlie    last    L^Jn    barre  is    - 
rL-coi:5nors    or    Arrer  i '-'.ifia?      wlMt.    America 
sl;yu;d    C:'     Jr>Mr^    riynt    nou    is    L-j/lii^    jII    wo 
■-.in     /ct     in:l     ■(.■^r;nrj     it    --    not    lubbyinq    :q 
r-u'.-K    Jll    our    o.-r    rft^iTrv?-^    iry . 


■A  1  > 


■MW-i^HtOB*  "WCS 


Responses  to  Letter  18 

1 .  The  proposed  RMP  does  not  include  consideration  of  pos- 

sible disposal  of  water  produced  during  oil  and  gas  activ- 
ities in  gravel  pits.  Disposal  of  produced  water  is  regu- 
lated by  the  BLM  under  43  CFR  3160  and  by  agencies 
of  the  state  of  Wyoming.  Also  please  see  general 
response  3. 

2.  Please  see  general  responses  2  and  3.  The  effects  of  coal 

mining  on  groundwater  levels,  quality,  and  availability 
are  addressed  in  the  draft  RMP/EiS  as  appropriate  for 
the  RMP  tier  of  the  BLM  planning  system.  Past  environ- 
mental analyses  and  studies  have  shown  that  mining  in 
any  of  the  areas  would  not  have  significant  effects  on 
water  quality  if  mining  was  done  properly. 

The  areas  described  in  this  document  are  those  that 
would  receive  further  consideration  for  coal  leasing  in  the 
future.  Site-specific  environmental  analyses  would  be 
conducted  before  any  of  the  areas  would  be  leased  or 
mined. 
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1 .  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments.  Also  please  see  general 
response  1. 
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nr.   John  Husband,   Teas  Leader 

Bureau   of   Land   HenasemenC 

^^^wltflS    District 

P.O.    Boi    6?0 

Rawilna,    Wyoming   82301 


Daar  Mr.    Husband: 


c/o   W.3.T.S. 
LaiYlor,    WT    825Z0 


August    19,    1987 


1 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  conunont  on  the 
Draft  Beaource  MBnagenent  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Medicine  Bow  and  Divide  Resource  Areas.   My  comfflenCa 
will  be  restricted  Co  the  American  '-/hlte  Pelican  (Pelecanua 
ery throrhynchos )  nesting  colony  site  at  Pathfinder  KeservoLr 
which  was  discovered  In  198^  (please  .lee  enclosed  paper).   I 
fully  support  having  the  entire  white  pelican  nesting  Island 
designated  bs  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC) 
for  Che  following  reasons. 

First  of  all,  there  Is  national  concern  for  the  population 
3CaCuB  of  the  American  '-Jhtte  Pelican  throughout  its  Taiis^, 
Breeding  populations  of  white  pelicans  have  declined  dra.niat- 
loally  In  Jrfirth  America.   Historically,  twenty-four  pelican 
colonies  existed  vfeat  of  the  Booky  Mountains;  now  there  are 
Only  about  eight.  Current  Gurveys  Indicate  there  omy  ba  few«r 
than  twenty  breeding  locations  In  the  entire  United  atatea. 
Dufi  to  the  limited  number  of  breeding  looalltlea,  the  white 
pelican  (western  population)  has  been  Identified  as  a  "sansltlve 
species"  by  the  U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Sensitive  apwcles 
are  defined  as  vulnerable  or  declining  spaclaSt  subapeolese  or 
distinct  populations  that  could  become  Federally  listed  as 
endangered  or  threatened  In  the  foreseeable  future,  throughout 
all  or  in  a  significant  portion  of  their  ranges,  without  active 
minflgemont  or  removal  of  threats,"  Major  reasons  for  Ch«  pop- 
ulaMon  decline  of  white  pelicans  have  been  human  disturbance 
of  nesting  colonies,  habitat  loss,  Including  loss  of  nesting 
sites  and  foraging  areas,  and  Illegal  shooting.   Contamination 
by  pesticides  also  may  have  contributed  to  the  decllnec 

Secondly,  ooncarn  exists  In  wyonlns  for  current  breeding  pop- 
ulation levels  of  AmerlCBn  White  Pelicans.  The  Wyoming  Came 
and  Pish  Dep&rtnenC  classifies  the  white  pelican  as  a  "Priority 
I"  speolBs  which  means  that  It  needs  Immediate  attention  and 
active  management  to  Insure  that  extirpation  or  a  significant 
decline  In  the  breeding  population  In  Wyoming  does  not  occur. 
If  Wyoming  had  an  official  atata  list  of  threatened  and  sn- 
dangered  speolea  the  white  pelican  would  be  on  It. 
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Finally,  the  nesting  lalanii  at  Pathflnl«r  Heaervolr  la 
probably  the  most  unique  and  Important  breeding  area  for 
colonlally  neetlns  waterblrda  In  Wyoming.   In  addition  to 
proTldlng  critical  neetlng  habitat  for  the  larseat  "hlte 
pelican  breeding  colony  In  the  state  the  Island  also  supports 
nesting  Great  3iu«  Harona,  Double-crested  Cormorants, 
California  Gulls,  ai»l  Caspian  Terns,  The  Pathfinder  Besorrolr 
site  Is  the  only  taoon  area  where  Caspian  Terns  currently 
nest  In  Wyoming.  The  Wyoming  Came  and  Fish  Department  has 
also  designated  the  Caspian  Tern  as  a  "Priority  I"  species. 

Although  additional  research  Is  needed  on  white  pelicans 
nesting  at  Pathflnler  Beservolr,  the  continued  ejlstenoe  of 
the  nesting  colony  la  currently  threatened  by  seToral  factors. 
Probably  the  major  threat  to  the  white  pelican  breeding  pop- 
ulation at  Pathfinder  Beservolr  Is  human  disturbance  of  nesting 
birds  on  the  Island.  Other  serious  threats  Include  erosion  of 
Bird  Island,  formation  of  a  land-bridge  bsfwoon  Bird  Island 
and  tie  malAland,  and  loss  of  foraging  habitat,   pleas,  see  the 
e-iclosed  management  recommendations  which  I  suggest  bo  Impla- 
mented  to  ensure  protection  and  long-term  maintenance  of  the 
pelican  nesting  population  at  Pathfinder  Beserrolr.   U 
Imnlomented,  the  management  strategies  would  also  benefit  tne 
otner  colonlally  nesting  waterblrds  on  Bird  Island. 

By  not  designating  the  Pathfinder  Boserrolr  nesting  Island 
as  an  ACEC  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Is  .ailing  to 
demonstrate  that  they  recognize  the  special  valu^  of  the 
colony  site  anl  that  management  actions  will  be  required  to 
ensure  the  long-term  maintenance  of  the  nesting  colony  of 
white  pelicans  and  other  waterblrds.  Please  let  me  know  if 
you  would  lite  additional  Information. 


jT^-^.JJr 


sincerely ( 

Scott  Lo  Flndholt 


Enclosures 


Response  to  Letter  25 

1.  The  white  pelican  island  is  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
acquired  land,  not  withdrawn  public  land  as  was  pre- 
viously thought.  ACEC  designation  would  not  enhance 
the  BLM's  ability  to  protect  the  nesting  habitat,  nor 
would  it  be  appropriate  when  the  land  status  is  consid- 
ered. 

The  BLM  would  pursue  a  cooperative  agreement  with  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  WGFD  for  management 
of  the  island.  The  BLM  has  some  capability  to  initiate  hab- 
itat improvements  on  the  island  and  public  education  ef- 
forts. A  cooperative  management  arrangement  would  let 
other  agencies  use  their  abilities  in  the  areas  of  public 
education,  enforcement,  and  maintenance  of  reservoir 
water  levels  to  provide  suitable  habitat  for  prey  fish. 


! 


I 
I 
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Of  WVOMINO 


Wyoming  REfREATioN  Commission 

Orf  ICE  OF  THE  STATE  ARCHAEOLOGIST  ^^^ 
August  Z^,    19H? 


Rk^dT'J  f!d:;tin.   Dirpcior- 
Buceau    uf    LanJ    H.jd.j.jji;  ent 
V.'m\  ins  [Hsirict  In  Icp 
P.O.   [lU'(  670 
PswHnS,    WV      g?301 

Dear  Mr.    GdStin: 

I     recently    road     t^t'    cultural     r-psource    DOftx.ins    cf     the    Medicine 

10  3[jw-Divide  RMP  cjrdft  Env^rL.rineritdl  [mpdct  Stdlenient.  Iiere  is  oti«  area 
1  of  cuficern  that  I  jrt  unclear  on.  Whdt  is  BLM's  policy  re^jarding  tredt- 
Ik  ntnt  of  drchdL'uluQiCdl  pruiii'rties  on  ■iplit  9it>lt^■  projects  where  the 
S  surface  is  private  and  ininerdls  are  federal?  What  do  /nu  perceive  to  be 
1  the  rule  of  the  feder-ai  government  compared  to  the  role  of  the  private 
k      landowner?      Cick.    I    kn^'w    thi5    is    i    difficult    area     in    resource   manage- 

Sment.    but    it    Involves   .juesHons   often  asked  of  "le  by   amateurs  and    land- 
owners  alike,      I   would  greatly  appreciate  your   thoughts  on   the    issue. 

Thanks    for  your  attention.      I    hope    to   see  you   nn   one  uf   our   exca- 
vations  again. 

Sincerely. 

Mark   E.    Miller.   Ph.D. 
State  Archaeologist 


I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
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Response  to  Letter  28 


1 .  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RIV1P/E1S 
and  send  us  your  comments.  Please  see  general 
response  8. 

We  believe  that  close  coordination  with  private  land- 
owners on  major  projects  is  the  best  way  to  fulfill  our  legal 
obligations  regarding  cultural  resources  on  split  estate. 


32B 


2  S 
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Page      2 

Kcdlcina  Bow  RHP 
August  25,  1997 


The  RMP'B  coverage  af  peratatent  aopal  yellowcresB  and  Lti 
present  situation  Lb  vBry  w«iJ,  preaantad.  Tfia  coirjnltnent  to 
continue  monitoring  Che  plant  la  comsandable.  w«  Ceai  cn«  actionB 
of  coordination  with  the  Bureau  of  RecLanation  and  tne  county 
weed  and  pest  controi  dtatrlcta,  as  included  in  ctia  preCarrad 
aitEE-nativo,  should  b«  sufCiciant  at  pr€««nt  to  ensure  the  long 
t«na  protection  of  this  plant. 

Since  the  Muddy  Gsp  cushion  plant  conuaunlty  ia  such  a  unique 
ascemblaqe  of  plants  wo  fsel  the  BUi  ahould  go  beyond  the 
preferred  olternstlvw  Co  snours  ICa  protection.  AltBrnaclvo  a 
would  be  preferrftblii  In  th«t  it  withdrnwa  tho  alca  Croni  locatabla 
mineral  entry,  cficreby  protecting  It  from  possible  limoatone 
mining  activities.  IC  the  poaalbility  for  damage  from  off-road 
vehicles  exists  then  OKV'»  should  be  prohibited  from  using  tha 
site,  wa  would  also  recoiruEend  no  surface  occupancy  In  oil  and  gas 
leases  for  tha  site.  -This  Is  another  aica  Chat  should  ba  given 
careful  consideration  (or  ACEC  status. 

Hipartan  areas  ore  perhaps  che  most  severely  impacted  comaiunlclea 
on  public  lands.  They  are  ^iso  the  nlCes  which  are  generally 
capable  of  supporting  snd  maintaining  the  highest  levels  of 
natural  diversity  In  Che  arid  west.  Because  of  these  concerns  ua 
would  support  alternative  B  which  proposes  tha  maxlmuii 
improvement  for  riparian  sraaa. 

Again  we  thanit  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  R«P  and 
cocunend  you  on  the  fine  job  done  on  tha  rare  plants  and 
coci:iiunitiBa  included.  For  your  Infomiation  and  use  we  will  ba 
sending  you  a  list  of  additional  sensitive  spacies  identified  by 
the  Hyoning  Natural  Heritage  Prograa, 


Sincarely, 


Hernie  Hall 

Mont./wyo.    Land  Steward 
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The 
^Nature 
Conservancy 
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Auguse   25,    1997 


John  Husband,  Teas  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Kanageuent 
Rawlins  District,  Office 
Box  -170 
Rawlins,  WY.  S2301 

Dear  John: 

Than*;  you  Cor  th«  opportunity  to  cooaent  on  the  Hedicino  Bow- 
Olvida  draft  RMP. 

As  y.-u  may  Icnow  The  Mature  Conservancy  is  dedicated  Co  preserving 
natural  diversity  around  Che  globe.  Ha  set  about  accomplishing 
this  goal  through  the  protection  and  preservation  of  species  thjt 
are  rare,  soma  on  the  verge  of  extinction-  we  identify  these 
species  through  state  heritage  programs  then  set  about  protecting 
Chesa  through  various  means ,  on«  of  which  is  cooperation  with 
federal  agencies  responsible  foe  th«  aanageaent  of  public  lands 
containing  these  .ipecial  elesentSo 

we  conunend  tho  BUi'a  eoHBitinent  to  preserving  and  monitoring  the 
populations  of  Cibhan'a  beardtonguo  (Penstemon  ,  gibbensiji  and 
persistant  sepal  ysllowcress  fRorlBoa  calvcin^f  .  and  Che  Muddy 
Gap  cushion  plant  comiBuniCy.  It  la  also  encouraging  to  read  of 
your  intentions  for  further  coordination  with  Tho  Nature 
Consarvancy  for  tho  aonitotlng  of  these  alemonta. 

Gibbon's  baardtongue  la  cfuite  raro  having  only  two  known 
occurencas  globally.  Wa  faoi  it  is  of  tho  highest  priority  Co 
protace  this  oceuronca  froa  any  poaaibla  throat.  Not  only  should 
the  10  acre  population  itself  be  proteccsd  but  so  should  any 
surrounding  area  that  may  exert  an  influence  on  the  population. 
With  thie  objective  in  Bind  we  would  recoaaend  that  the  site  b« 
withdrawn  fron  mineral  entry  (even  though  Che  devalopmenc 
potential  Is  low)  and  that  a  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation  ms 
used  for  oil  and  gao  leases.  The  objective  shown  under 
alternatives  3,C,  and  D,  to  maintain  or  anhanca  the  population, 
shouM  be  adopted.  These  actions  would  be  in  addition  Co  Che 
BUVs  present  management  activities  protecting  this  plant.  Since 
this  plant  is  so  rara  and  a  valuable  part  not  only  of  Wyoiaing'  s 
natural  heritage,  but  to  the  natural  diversity  of  the  entire 
planet,  we  feel  ACEC  daeignation  would  be  desirable. 


Responses  to  Letter  32 

1.  Please  see  response  1  to  letter  5. 

2.  As  noted,  the  proposed  plan  in  chapter  2  contains  a  dis- 

cussion of  management  direction  and  intent  for  all  areas 
considered  for  ACEC  designation  and  the  rationales  for 
the  proposals  as  to  which  areas  would  be  designated 
ACECs.  The  Muddy  Gap  Cushion  Plant  Community 
would  not  be  designated  an  ACEC  under  the  proposed 
RMP.  If  the  limestone  in  that  area  should  be  developed, 
unnecessary  damage  to  the  plant  community  could  be 
presented  without  the  special  management  attention 
afforded  by  ACEC  designation.  Also  please  see  general 
response  10. 
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\  Utiiuvl  States  Dcpartmctit  oftlic  Ititcrior 


^TTT^^ 


niIRI:Al'OF  MINKS 


InCerraountatn    h'lcld    npei 


HetnoranduiB 


John    Husband,    Tenm   Lpnder.    Raullnu    Dlscrlcc   Offlcp.    Bui 
Mananf^mpnC,    P.O.    Boa   f.70.    RnwUtis,    UynmlnR   fl231U 


From:  Chief.    !■ 

Subject:      Review  of 


luntaln    Field   OperaCloi 


I    CenCi 


raft    Resource   Manasenient    Plnn/Enwl  ronrnencal 
Impact    Stat'-raent    for    Che    Medicine    Bow   and    Divide    Resource 
Areas,    Albany,    Carbon,    ani   Laraale  Counties  and   porttonv   of 
Sweetwater  County,   Wyoming 


As  requested ,  Bureau  of  Mines  pprsonnel  have  reviewed  the  "jubje 
roRardlnf;  proposed  trAnanement  n:  four  rat  1  tlon  ar^res  nt  Federal 
million  acres  of  split  estate,  tncluding  three  wUdcmcBS  study 
(11,695  acres),  in  southeast  Uyomin);.  Our  comments  pertain  to 
of  mineral    resources    and   asaeasnienc   of    iapacte   under  the  plan- 


Four    resource    raanaRemenC    alternatives    a 
Differences   to  tBlneral   criteria  Are   gen' 
available    for  testlnft  or   producclcin  of 
Acreatte   for   locatable   mln 


f   presented    in   the   DEIS    (pp.    24-96). 
■ally   TBtnor    In    the    amount    of    acreage 
lal.    umnlura,   and   olI-((a9    leaae4~ 
'  f;reatly   between  alternatives  A  and 


1 


B   (903,000  acres   to  919.35^  acres)   and   alternatives   C  and    0   (81, '=93   acres   to 
83,063   acres). 

The   sections   that    discuss   mineral    resources   mainly  concern  widespread    sedi- 
mentary  type  minerals   such   fii   coal    and   uranium  known   to  exist    and  hydrocarbon 
leasen   chat    preauae   a   potential    for  oil    and   Kss    sources.      TViere    ts   no  mention 
of    Che   hiRh-potentlal    mineral    character   of    Forest    Serulce    areaa ,    within    f)LM 
confines,    near   Encampment.      At    Che    turn    of    Che    century,    clie    Encampment    cninlnn 
dUcrlct    to   th*   surra  Madre   Mountains   and    che   Centennial   mining   dlatriet    In 
Che   Medicine    Bow   Houncalno    suppocted    n   total   of    I . ^00   mines    snit    proapecCH. 
Recently,    renewed    Interest   was  demonstrated   by   Conoco  Minerals    Corp.    when 
they  drilled   metamorphlc   rocka  west   of   Encampment    Co   teat    new  ratnerai   emplace- 
nent    concepts.      The  EIS  does  not    acknowledge    the   presence   of    the   significant 
mlnerollratlon  adjoining  the    BLM    lands   or  consider   the    Impact    of    future 
exploration  or  development    of    those   roIneralUed   areag^      For  eMaraple,    access 
through   the  study   area    to   che  raineraliEed   areas   on    forest    land    Is   not    dis- 
cussed   In   the   document. 


36B 


Ji  The  Bureau  of  Mines  hsa   planned,    but    ae   yet   haa   not    conducted,   mlneeal    Land 

n  aaseaamenC    studies   of    the  WSA's    In   the    resource    area.      Field    studies   jre 

•!  scheduled    for   Bennett  Mountains,   Encampneiit .    and   Prospect    Mountain  WSA's    In 

S  1987.      Overall,    we   believe   that   aubseqiient    versions   of    the  document    should 

V  more    fully  describe  mineral   resources   near   the   BLM/Forest    Service    boundary 

2  and  dlacuas  how  the  management    plan  would   affect    future  eKploration  and 

5  potential   production   efforts   In  the   ores- 


Thank   you   for  the  opportunity  to   coionenc- 


Respisnses  to  Letter  36 

1.  The  right  of  reasonable  access  to  mining  operations  is 

guaranteed  under  mining  law.  The  need  for  access  to 
lands  in  national  forests  is  unpredictable;  as  any  needs 
arise,  access  will  be  handled  according  to  regulations. 
Also  please  see  general  response  8. 

2.  Please  see  general  response  1. 


I 
I 

I 


37 


BLM    LANDS  FOUNDATION 

BOX  18   «   PARK  BIOGE.  ILLINOIS  60063 


Aupiust    2''^.     19?? 


I 


Mr.  John  Husband,  RHP  Team  Leader 

BLM 

Rawlins 

Dear  Mr.    Hi-.sbandi 

I    wouJ'l    like    to    rommffnfl   yoti    f'lr    fhe    recent 
Draft   BMP,  ?,1S . 

S^  I    do  ha'.'e    one   Tuestion  re.    i^he  wilderness 

part.      Whatpver  happened    Co  *0}O-305 . . .  . 
PI     The    Pedro    Mountains? 


rjEORGE   EARLY 
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Response  to  Letter  37  • 

1.  The  decision  to  include  the  Pedro  Mountains  as  an  area 
to  be  studied  for  wilderness  suitability  was  appealed  to 
the  Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals  (IBLA).  As  a  result 
of  the  IBLA  ruling,  the  Pedro  Mountains  WSA  was 
dropped  from  further  study. 


40B 


rhjnk    ^"ij    fpjr    th?  iQDOr'  inity   M   c^nrnpnt    ^n   tfiis   BMC/DEIS. 
Queitions  or  cUrification  renu?sEi   can  Qe  directed   to 
Mr.    mcnsM  J.    Stefanic  af    (4061657-6145, 


(     ./ 


'-/- 


// 


-/?? 


■>^L 


.^j  .-oik) 
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AUe  ?J  198? 


REPLV   TU 
ATIB  OF-     Olvtslon  of  Progrsnts,   Land  and  Minerals,   Code  360 

SUBJECT;     HetJiclne  3ow"0Wide  Resous-ce  Areas  RMP/OEIS 


TO;     Director,   Sureau  of  Land  Hanagenent,  Great  F'aUSc  ^ntana 


UNITED  STATES  GOVEHNMtNT 

memorandum 


FROM: 


BilUngs  Area  Director 

This   office  has   taken  the  opportunity  to  review   the  Resource 
Management   Plan/Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement   IRMP/OES)    for 
the  Medicine  Bow-Oivlde  resource  areas. 

This  area    is   over  ^0  miles  from  the  Uind  River   Indian  Reservation 
and  basically  insulated  from  the  reservation  By  the  Antelope  Hills 
ana  Green  Mountains.     As   such,   management  of  the  --ater^hetl.   grazing, 
forest  harvesting,  minerals  development,    and  other  resources   are  not 
directly  tseneficial  or  detrimental    to   the   Indian  oeople. 

However,   one  aspect   inherent    in  all  of  the  alternatives    is  disposal 
of  public    lands.     Granted,  public   lands  that   is   isolated   is 
difficult   to  manage.     CofTTnunity  eKpansion  may  also  necessitate 
cormturtities  appropriating   lands.     However,   public    land  quantity    is 
shrinking,    and    land  on  «hicft  recreation  activities  can  be  performed 
is   harder  to   find,   especially  near  communities.     This   factor 
necessitates   commuting  to  more  distant  areas   for  simple  pleasures 
such  as  pet   eKercising,   picnicing,   off-road  vehicle  use;   etc. 
Diminishing  public    lands  can  create  more  pressure  on  the  reservation 
lands.     This  pressure  can  be  manifested  as  historical  or  religious 
artifact  destruction,  wildlife  and  stock  harrassment,  more   intensive 
focusseS  recreation  land  utilization,  etc. 

Ue  strongly  suggest  that  exchange  and  consolidation  of  public  lands 
be  the  direction  for  "land  dtsposar.  In  that  manner,  the  land  base 
does  not  shrinli  but  it   is  siso  more  manageable. 

Alternative  0  .appears  to  be  a  balanced  management  plan  and,   as   Sucti, 
ue  feel    it    is    die  most  beneficial  alternative.      The  encepHon   Co 
this  plan    is    the  proposed   "land  ownershlo  adjustment"   or  "land 
disposal"  as  prtviously  mentioned. 

Retention  of  the  lands,  destined  for  disposal  or  eitcfianqe,  leading 
to  consolidation,  will  benefit  the  people  of  tue  United  States  now 
and   in   the   future.  jmrau  ji  >..'-'  '■'-■'" 

AUG  31 1987 


Response  to  Letter  40 


1 .    Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  idraft  RMP/EiS 
and  send  us  your  comments. 


Buy  U.S.  Savings  Bonds;  Rtqulafly  on  the  PayoU  Savings  P'an 
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43A 


\5 


.ind     ilif     f,u-t     th.i 


industrial    concerns    to    the    point    tlu 
ilce-iiiY    unfit    for    humnn    life    •inrf    rjth 


ODl i  Lely     ignorod , 


not     riurpr  is  i  nq    t  luit     tlir 


n     meoqer    attempts    to    protect    ond    preservp    [i^irt    uf 


th    njjp.js  it  ifin  . 


^      tho    viiciernoiis    study    jceas    of     trie    Uncdtnpmr;!!  t    R  i  vpr    I'jnyLin 
9     the    Bennett    Mountains,    and    Prospect    Mountain,    which    .litoa 

I" 


ijt    Lhp    !U.M    h.t>-    lioen    fit    to    rr-rumit 


I'rospPCt    Mount  a  in    for    wililBrnrss    design.] 


1  I    hdve    spent    mjny    hours    fishinq     in    r.he    -olitudn    of     i-.hn 

s 

J  rugged    EncEimpment    River    Canyon    and    have    ob.six  -od    tho    Jivfrsii'.y 

2  of    wildlife    there    .ind     the    fragile    nature    of     that    (?-osypLnm. 
^  To    develop    the    area    at    all    will     he    to    dostroy     It    compl"tf7ly 
J  ds    we    now    Know    it,        I    strongly    urqo    the    lll.M    to    r(?conmen{)     it 
k  Sor    wilderness    status,     dlonq    with    the    Prospect    Mount.iin     irtia. 
^  With    gtl.7X   of     the     Und     in    the    rnsnurcp    -irfra    iilready    -Jn  vt- 1  op.-d . 
2  [    do    not    thintt    preserving    the    Encampment    Rivrr    Canyon     in     its 
k  natural     state     is    unreasonable. 

Jl  Also    I     would     liKe    to    st'ite    my    objection     to    th"^    r-Mni'irit 

V  utjc    of    off-road    vehicles    which    is    iHlowed    on    most    lUM    land. 

B  The    raucous    sound    of    these    vehicles    destroys    all    serf'niry     inrl 

"  ruins     the    outdoor    experience    for    everyone    within    miles    jround. 


Response  to  Letter  43 

1 .     Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments. 
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46 


Any  m'-.isuros  to  limit  the  ump  of  thr:;i'  obn'ixinu-;  v-hi-'lf's 
which  tear  up  the  land  jr  woU  as  sliattor  tlie  siinnro  would 
be  welcome  by  me,  as    well  as,  I  thinK,  by  .ill  other  citi^cnR 
who  go  to  our  forests  .ind  fields  for  a    serene  ./xper  ieiK-e 
and  not  to  listen  to  the  very  nerve- jarr ing  iuunds  thjt 
we  seek  to  escape . 

I  commend  the  BLM  for  recommending  the  Prospect  Mnnntai 
area  for  wilderness  designdtion.   I  again  urgs  th-?  ^i.--\    to 
recommend  the  Encampment  River  Canyon  are^i  foi  uilOernoss 
desiqnat  ion  as  «ell . 


bufn    typed    verbat  tm    fo 


(TtiU    handwritten    letc 

'>'i\b    U    ^9    ST 
CMcaqo    ri  \ 
611638 

finii   .111    of    thp   .■i;rp.,   chflt   did   not   na--le    it    -la   new  w*  U-rnesa    land   can   Be   made 
in   to   new   wyomim    state    P.itkes   and   you   can   make   ition'iy   o££    5£   camping   H'Jtae 
back     riddinrj    an-!       t    there    Is    a    lakfl    StCeam    oc    rtVBf    it  (    ot     fishing    and    hooting 
to.       and    plesae    P^ss    only    so    rnvjch    oil, sites    ^as    sites    and    coal    sites    sales, 
finly     if    all    the    '.i  H    .lale?    land     is    used    up    and    -lado    oack    to    tfie    way    it    wag. 
and    after    the    uae    at    oil    coal    and    qas.     to    ufHi'l    'jp    Ch-te    will    De    mgie    •in^rqy 
Sales    on    ot 1    coal    ind    qag. 

T.l"    We'd    Desett    must    be    saved    tn    because    it     la    Wyommq     last    Woun^ier.       a    land    of 
Hu-ie    15U   foot    to    P^   foot   aand  Dunes  old  tcailr.  Oadlands   and  Desert   elk 
antelope   mule   dear   mountain    lion  bould   and   goloden  eaqle   to. 

/s/   Larry   DiBriCo 


Sincerely,     , 


Torn    lUqham 

H 1 7    Cherry    ct. 

Rawlins,    Wyo.       82301 
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Response  to  Letter  46 


1,    Thank  you  fortaking  thetimeto  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments. 


Response  to  Letter  59 

1 .     Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments. 


59 


IThls  tunduciccon   Utter   heo  tje«n  typed   weeOflClm  foe  batter    rcadafti  I  ity.  1 


U19^    SC    106    Ave 
Port  1  ami 

ORE      ?7266 

I  a  scpe  a  I 


Jonn  Husband 
in?  T««a  l.««dee 

SLH,    MY 


Ffe.    reaoutse  management    plan   rot    MffdiCLne/Bo*/Oivtdo  Hesouece   it5«.      I 
utqe  vildocnoai  dasi^natioci   oe    tne    EoUowinq  »S*.». 

incawpmene    raivof    Canyon 
?toap«ct   fitn 
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iThlH   -vandwetttfn    letter   h^a   b"0   typ^-d   v-rb.*tiin   t^   lau^    ipflc<r.  1 

^    ■>vitpi«D^(     1987 

fle.    Jonn    Huaoand.    RHP   Team   Leader 

auceau   Q(    Lan-j   nsnaiieinent 

P.O.    BOB    6T0 

nsalina.    Hy      anOl 

Oeat  It.    Husband! 

1 5 

I    -sm   -ocltiriT    to    ucqe    /on    f)    c-r:c'-nefJd    wi  ldetrn>sa    status    t?C    the    Sennet 

lOUriMins    US*.    -He    Eft^-a-rr-pr-t    a  i  v-r     .-inv-in    .^-a    ^nd    1:  ne    rr-^^pect    liuntain    -iS*. 

fi.rt    3t     r.he    ILS    land    m    •■us    ifea    ilc^-ady    hiu    roads    oe    ither    Jeve  l^pment  s    - 

can't    y-jii    at-i    aside    th-se    te«   precious    actes    lot   Qces-tvatnn    so   -.nat    iutyit 

7en?fatwn»    in   wyo«inq    pay    pnjrjy    sjllfj^-    in.)    nitutai    aeauty?      Th-se   wS*' i    *[• 

all     loeitB'S    n-ac    the    riCies    d(    ^iwUn-i.    Litamie    an'J    Cl-y-nn-.       »3    theaf   <:iti"S 

ir-3*    in    ye^rB    tn    c^nhp    theic     ri>^i.l*-ne^    ^i  I  I    r>»»-!    -^j^    n-t.     l'-i-i   --i  Hetnen    to 

•iTSp-    Chi-    nf-s*iir"i    if     jrtjan    lif-    m-i    ti    -n  my    rTii-r>lf    inH     inconfin-l    type 

if     -■-:re*rijn.       'Tounr  l-ti    Ttj-Ji-q    mv*    ^^n-n    r.n^it     r ',«    "■aiorif,'    if     -i  ld-c:ie33 

jse   c-..^-"    from    t-jcal    [■■■'jpI-,    ritf-r    th.<n  .j.it -)f  — tat  r   '."in-^ti.      T'Ul 

'p'JCket"    ill  lElern^sa-s    lo-Tif-l    n-*'    urban    Ar»as    1  ik-"    t'le    thr**   ws*' s    m 

question    arir    therefor*    '^BP•^'7^4^1y    v^l■JJtJl». 

In    addition    I   -r^gat    :"-inen-.    in   the   3Ws   9tfer»n    Policy    (e^irdlnq   oil    and 

las   dev»lot>^»nt    m   the   H-4i-ino   --..OiJiie   Pe-'O'Jt-''    srea,       It    ii   iiy 

jndBfstandinq   nHat    tne   eneite    50  -illif^n   acres    m   the    reioucoe   acea   will   ae 

ap»n».d   ■•?   oil    and   las   de>"f  I'^pm-'it .       :    funti    '.  hac    this    i  ■:    ahotra  l.jnt  e-t   on   -n- 

p.irt     If    tHe    BL«    in    1  nnt     if     tn*.     1   'n.j    ''••<•    n»*'ia    .>n'l    inn-f-icn    ^r    fi-    p— -vdIi-    a( 

wyimtm.        1     r«all/p    itiot     .c    n^o  1     l'.i,«    afi'l    —'UPrMir    .1^«..  l.,i.iiinni.    nut    ti«    p^ipl* 

if     tlia    stotp    art    itoln^    c -j   lie    ii--'ft     vnin'!".]    -.y    -if»nyive    'n  1     iml    laa 

deveiopment     and    la'iqjnq.       Besourv    -Brtactior.    iri'lmtri's    such    as    [;h»>se    leave 

u3   iTjihtnq   but    rawoqed    landseap-ps   ^nd    entonsive   unenplvyment    m   the   end.      ■)« 

can    •rid*>    rti^n"    on    the    Ctest    0(    an    □»  1    boom   «rmc    it     Uata    QUt    «tiae    happens 

xivth   the   nest   bust    in   the   enerfjy   natliptf      small    scale    ranching   and    tarmlnq. 

tourisra   anrJ    light   KianvJaetuCinq   *nd    (fltwinq,    tourism   and    liqht   isnufotrturmq 

Kiay    not    pay    ns    loU    as   Mining    or    oil    tnd    gss    Out    th^y   don't    taiti?    away    from 

■«<Y0"tn-5's    tyo    ^r^atest    assets:       the    sera^    of    community    Its    people    snare    and 

the    state's    qreat    natursl    a«>aut,-.       Ko-j   much    sense   of    conmunity    is    C^lt    by 

transient   wirHerB    in   a   pref^Oi  intpd   "company    to'"n'7 

S 

■^r.    Huauind,     I   can't    owere-ptiasi  ^-   tne    iraiiofrmce  of     linq    fjr-n   thinu\nq    in 

-anaqing    as.iests    as    vjluinl*    *"    -yi-.in'j  ■  5    nat4fU    li-tii->i-.       I'li    3ut»    that    S 

pTtaon   in   the    field   o(    natural    r'^iutce  .iian»5»'«>nt    mu^r    ^nace   a    love   o(    «»  id 
places. 

Pli-flOe    Hft    asi  ie    'h-    Encno'-nt    'iver    Canyon,    B-nnirtf    lountains    ind 

Pro5p*ct    1'1'jntain    wsA'i.     Jii*     .  '»    of    '  •>-    1  an.)    jn-i-t    B:.>i    cintrol,    so    t  nat    our 
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children   can    gee    a    small    portion   qE    the    qc^at 
such   al'jndance.       Thank    you    for    your    time    and    = 

.^Incifcely    your: 


/s/    patncit    Hoaney 
Mldrllefnrk    Cuacd    Station 
t,andrt,    HV      S2520 


63 


//jc^_\\  United   States   Department  of   the  Interior 
\  \  V^fti'  jj  a  U  II  E  A  U     OF     H  !■:  C  L  A  M  A  T 1 0  N 

'   V— 1*^7  Miiaouri     Bsiio     rU|ioa 

''  SiJIinii,   MoBLie*    fiyiOT-eSOD 


I    lliiiliaiid,    Tri 


SEP  1  1  1987 


F'ri.m:  Rrp.Min.it     Knv  i  r..nr..-M  r  ,i  1     Ad.ilrs    UfllcT.     HllUnRB,     Mantanu 

Subject;  Rpvipy  of  Draft  Resource  Unn.igeracnt  Plan/ Enuironmenca I  Impat 
Ftatcmy-it  for  t^e  Mi-dichip  Bnw  and  Divide  Resource  Arc4S,  Wv 
(DEB    fl7/ia) 

Wc    have    reviewed    i  h-    ^iil.jr-cc    document    and    offer    the     foUo"ini«    cormftnr; 

Papi-9     IIH    and    3  19,    T.ibln    LAH-ftf-l    -    nu-    reporr    refers    to 
71,^90    acrfi    of     Innd    ■: ch.-dn h'd    (or    wilhdrauj]    review.       The 
withdrawal    t'Vieu   h.is    been    completed.       The    report,    which    Is    in 
WBshinRton,     JtU    not    he    acted    upon    onctl    the    suit    brought    by 
Che    Njtlonjl    Wildllle    Federation    hns    tjton    resolved. 

Thank    yfju    for    [he    ofporrunity    to    comment    oi 


Ull*.)    hSJ~hi.l\. 


{V,  A  y^^U./.. 


AltrnMon;         I  Ml 


Response  to  Letter  62 

1.    Please  see  general  response  1. 

There  are  approximately  5  million  acres  of  federal  min- 
eral estate  in  the  planning  area.  About  85%  of  the  area 
is  under  oil  and  gas  lease  at  any  given  time.  Under  the 
proposed  RMP,  the  entire  area  would  be  available  for  oil 
and  gas  leasing  with  application  of  standard  oil  and  gas 
stipulations  to  protect  other  resource  values. 


Response  to  Letter  63 

1.  The  future  withdrawal  review  mentioned  in  the  footnote 
of  table  LAN-AP-1  is  the  remaining  BLM  responsibility 
of  the  review  process.  Those  responsibilities  have  not  yet 
been  completed. 
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Uiiill'd  Scitcs  I)cp;ii  Inifiil  of  liu'  Intftior       to?«~ 


nhH<  t  M^  SI  Kh  \(  V  MIMNt. 

RK  LAMM  KIN   \MJ  fSHJR(  tMKM 

ilKOUKS  ioUlKS 

Krjii  r.i  H  slK^^  I 

|1^N\>R   (  111  (iH.VIinHilJiri 
ScptCTib-^r   11.    1987 


John  liisband,   RMP  Teaia  Leader 
Rawlins  District,   Mvntaing 
Bureau  of   Ijnd  M.Tiiagenwnt 

Raiwir  Sinan,  CMef 
Federal  Lands  Branch 
Western  Field  Operations 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Majiaaement  Plan  atid 
Environmental   Intact  Statement  {RMP/EISl 


We  nave  reviewed   the  draff  R.MP/EI5  for  the  Medicine  Bi^  and  Divide 
Resource  Areas  and  are  sudrnitting  several  coflments  and  sogeestions 
(attached!   for  your  consideration.     We  appreciate  this  opportunit)'   to 
participate   in  the   review  of   the  doctmcnt  and   look  forward   to  seeing 
the  final  R.MP/E1S  wtien  it  is  published. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  these  comients  or  any  other 
matter  relating  to  the  RMP/EIS,  please  feel  free  to  contact  Floyd 
Mc>lullen  in  Denver  at  (3031  S44-i4Sl  or  FTS  SM-24S1. 


Responses  to  Letter  72 

1.  The  source  of  information  for  tables  13,  14,  and  15  in  the 
(jraft  RMP/EIS  is  "Final  Report:  Baseline  Climate  anij  Air 
Quality  for  BLM  Lands  in  Wyoming"  (Rykaczewski, 
Ryne,  Ewing,  Smitfi,  and  Ogliaro  1980).  This  source  is 
listed  in  the  References  section  of  the  draft  document. 
Since  the  source  report  was  published  in  1 980,  it  appears 
that  data  were  available  only  through  1977.  We  know  of 
no  more  recent  source  of  information. 

2.  The  companies  listed  in  tables  14  and  15  are  emitting  con- 

trolled emissions.  The  source  of  the  information  is  the 
one  specified  in  response  1  to  this  letter. 

Nonpoint  emissions  are  difficult  to  trace  to  a  particular 
company.  Nonpoint  air  pollution  from  sources  such  as 
dust  from  roads  and  vehicle  emissions  are  not  from  any 
one  source.  The  general  public  also  contributes  through 
recreational  activities,  ranching,  and  other  activities. 

3.  As  is  stated  on  page  23  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  the  BLM 

will  consult  with  the  USFWS  before  projects  that  could 
potentially  affect  T&E  species  are  permitted.  This 
includes  endangered  fish  species  in  the  upper  Colorado 
River  Basin. 

You  are  correct  in  saying  that  the  Windy  Gap  Policy  could 
affect  developments  in  Wyoming.  The  money  involved  is 
$15  per  acre-foot  of  depletion  in  an  average  water  year. 
No  water  depletions  are  proposed  in  the  RMP,  so  the 
Windy  Gap  Policy  has  not  been  discussed  in  this  docu- 
ment. If  water  depletion  projects  are  proposed  in  the 
future,  we  will  notify  potential  water  users  of  the  need  for 
BLM  consultation  and  of  the  provisions  of  the  Windy  Gap 
policy. 
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,  OSKBE  REVIEW 

OF  THE 
HEDICI»E  soy  -  DIVIDE  RKF/EI$ 


CooMOC  f /Suucst  ions  I 


IV    Pago  1S7,  air  (Quality  atiodsrdi.     Ptea«e  provid*  youc  source  for  tti* 
k    Cheyenne  «nd  Rawlins  viBibiliCy  infonucion.     Also,   the  total 


iusperxlMl  particulate  data  for  several  cities  provided  in  taljle  n  ' 
^  outdated  and  should  be  revised  with  Eiieee  recent  Vyoains  Air  Quality 
B    Jitfision  infonuEion   if  possible. 


1 

1 


Pages   159  uiA   MO,   tables  \''  utd  15.     Please  identify  vhether   the 
cccpaDiec   listed    in  these   tables  are  raittine  controlled   niissions  at 
MncoaeroUed  emiasions.     Since  specific  eatssion  information  is 
provided  for  only   those  coffipAOies   Involved   in  point   source  emissions 
(table   15),    it  iifould  tj«  helpful    if   the   Cyp«<s)   of  enissiona  for   the 
renainincg   presuaably  non-point  sourer  emission,   cooipanies  were 
included.     Also,   the  nource  for  the  information  in  table   U  should  be 
provided. 

Pate  209,   fisheries,   habitat   and  species.     Ue  believe  the  U.S.   Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)   "Windy  Gap  Policy"  for  the  upper  Colorado 
aiver  a«sin  nuy  apply  to  the  potenciai  depletion  of  «ater  resultint 
froffl  energy  developoient   activities   in  portions  of   the  plannioe  area. 
Under  this  policy,   an  aperacor  vfto  depletes  a  water  supply  is   required 
oy  aSFUS  to  cootributB  nsmies   to  an  impact  study  of  several  fndancered 
fish  sp«ciea  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Sasin  Co  be  in  compliance 
Hith  both  the  wiady  Cap  Policy  and   the  Endangered  species  Act.     Wff 
R'jMeae   that  the  affected  fish  spKies  b«   identified  and  the  iJimJy  Gap 
Policy  ba  discufise<3  in  thic  section  of   the  docuacnt. 
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iHsodtitittefl    Let! 

John   R.    0'4»rtian 
P. 'J.    qnn    65'j4 
ninrwapoUs,    Mtnn.       ■)S*f)6 


s 


been  typed    for    readaoi I tty- I 


Sepcewaee    3.    1987 


1    «  ^'  _ 

'     |2  J-i    -"fll    aa    (tie   .'^■•■h^in»    Bt.,!M  ■  l'I>    ...-.i-urc-    M"  u    a.'fl»ir;'"    •^mageni-niL    Slag 

S  PrU-    EnViC3nn--nEJ[    lr:'piC'.   Sttf">tnt .       I    j.i-   ac^juunt-J"  -I'-.n    ■nn    ic-s   ■:£ 

^  TSnuSLn   outstundtn7    ■Jildecn^' 

5        .         . 

S  15    -j;n    •innn    i-rpl»-istit  ?1    -i  H    !»';i-TiJt*   iiTufvo-iit    pottiuia  -j!    '.n»5e   ?t'Out<;t 


Ul  if--Diolo)iC3l.     TJltJtJl     inJ    ic-n 

S!SSqutC5fi    at    j^nesin   national    si^ri;  ( tcince.       Xg    tii^ai;    tesojrrf    areas    1 
J.-lHue.     :cM»l"   snd    varied    in-l    fully    -j-nef  1 1    -"an    ind    all    lite    on    -,■ 


39W    ind    Divi^?   qeSDUci; 


n.    ind    111    Uf-. 


Slather,    r   propose   shac    i-ie  veii;ine  irt\ 
peciaiient  !if   T»naae't    ss    i    ■lit.iv'nal    ;iiilj' 

2       thi"    Bureau   ■^t    Ijnd    WSnal-«i"nt    -staol  Lined   as    *    oi^cwanent    ^acirjnal    NaturJl 

S"      Pr*s*ti'is    n  the  purpose   ;f    ii«   ^Jteiu   at    Lan'J    imj^-^fi-nt ,     J.S.    a^pactnen!;    af 
to*    [nuecior,    is   ta   pceserv-  liL   oE    ine    ai  HetniSii,    -i  liU  t  e-Qio  li^icH, 

k      With    lach    iiicti   pr"9iorvB    tj   pco'--i    fCTsyit—Hs ,    yfiftvf   w4':fr  s'l-'ls ,    ijwi-    and 
5       onnanee   all    -iMtltO.    fnti   an.J   cutanic   n^PitatS    Jfnin,    I'lOtcct    ind   ptcMOce   all 

s 


)ECea  and    cneiE    natural    4ive(Dlty,    pst 


Scteetts.    ceseore   ot    recover    jtl  uaed-datsaged    aroas   to    tneir   nacjrsl 
enuiconn«ne»l    canditioo   and    to   pteietv«,    pcotect,    itten'jsheri   and    Sni 


era    and   streams. 


vtldcf fives,      As  Dildecni 


S'Jltn    tfie   purpaso  of    oil    land    ind   ««tcf    to«ource.*  plaonir 
_       prtsntvc,    ptotpct,    Btrenqtfipn  and  *ap*nd  Bitdemfss, 


I,     thPn,     f.jMy    lnp=    i 


Ot    m^    ttU-y^ini    ■ 


5  >  J-int.ic.fCi»d  aceai  in  thn  SeJiJin*  Su*  sni  Divi.l-  SeJfljrce  Areas  0«  dedicated 
1  as  wilderness  and  incUde-l  in  ■lur  ^^ltlunJl  Wilderness  Preset  vat  lOn  syate-",  at 
^      this   'Lrm?)    js  sacn    sucn    ite*   t'^E'jfes   s-parac-  ^i  Mxcnef  9    iter  isut'S; 
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MoCie   Town  98(7fiD 

PertiB  MountflUe  2B,    770 

Plus  an  addLclonal    1,254,000  actea 


50  , 


L  o(  aoia*:  1,400,000  . 
nlvtdff  neooucce  hc-.a- 
ncUded    in  ouc    Hattoi 


al    rilld    «n(l    : 


Clonal    CiLclctI    Hai 


■   tiatd    Eaql«,    Per«qfli«    ralcun, 
Long-BllUd   CucLtu,     Piping    P! 


thia    Medicine   So» 

Land   HanageircnC  j'  1 

To    Incltida    rlv«c9  and   atc^ama 

HyaCeni.       To    claasity    thBac    Rn 

na   td  aav»  all    Ufa    Includlruj 

Fecrec,    Wyoming   Toad,     L«aat    T< 

tiountoln  Uon. 


to  save  fill  flld-gcoitfth-old-g[Owth   h. 

Old-GcowEh  Sanctudcy   Syatem.,      And   C( 

dctlvitiei  deve lopnencs    on   Chene  Resoucce   Aceaa  ao  aa   Co   aava    1 

preaerve  unica.      So  as  to  •isCabllsh   Cheae  Resource    Areas   aa   pei 

Natural  yudernesa  Wi  Idl  LEe-Biotoqlca  1    Pcesecves   and    co  aelecc 

WilJefne35  Wildlife -eiolog ten L  Scenic  Reaoutcsa.  To  ban  all  fr 
dewelopmenta  on  all  proposed  and  potential  wIldernesB.  To  acqi 
Inholdtnqs  on  all  Public  Landa  and  with  Mo  Dlspgaal  of  any  Pub' 
when  ue  aave  ouc   natural,    lands  and  wateca;    ue   save    Anecica! 


.  b»  locot 
he  Quceaj 
■acton    sy9i 


gla-li-foi3ted 


:he    following 


lie  all 


ely 


/e/John  R,    Swan; 


Response  to  Letter  87 

1.    Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments. 
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SoulfP'i  Roc^y  Mnunlain  District 


/AA\  Marathon 
(■...1,11.)  Oil  Company 


Sepccmher    11.    1<18? 


Re: 

ro.iri  e   M.in.ief^ent   fl.in 

!n 

nne 

ral.     rf.<-    Hr.ift    RMT    prtivi-Jc 

.ler 

F!l- 

IS    fr-r    rlie    pubHc    en    revle 

The 

c^n 

tncnr=    that     fnl  h-^v    will    add 

111  I    disclosure   cf   ' 


of  srlpulflClpna  ^nd 


•   pref-rrcd 
of    Che 


1g     We    rec.inn,.nH    tbp.    l-np|pmpnrar  Ion   iif    Alccrnntlue   "C"    a^;    chp   pref-rr 
1      .lUern.Mlv.i    h    r.-.^,^    1.    n^re    fullv    r^pfsp'it.s    linplenieni.TC  Ion    of    Ch 


■fltrrnent    nn    P.ii 
i    "I  i;,isliia,    c-pU-rni  liiii    ,ind    licvi- Ir^nt^pnc    n!    ■:i[    and    rhs    In    Kn?; 
Fimld    he    cnpli.T;l7ed    throiiRh    plnrenirnc    nf    rslnfrnal    rescrlcclnns    rn 
■   dlscup'^liiB   nrrlvltles."     Thl-!    pnfnc    ihruld    ho  cirrlcd    further 
ti!      for    -ill    Iniidfl   un.ier   .ill    at  Cern.ic  U-^s ,    noc    lu^C    Kr:s    lands. 

O    V      P-E^rdlHR    Che    use    nf    ic  fr'i  I  .it  Inns ,    .1   irnp   vnuld    Ve   helpful     In 
^   j2      HecorrinlnR    rlie    nK,:rpE.itc    for    surl.ice    D  I-itnrh.inre ,    Ufldllfe    and 

3|i  U<.  nppner  thr  r-'iu  1  rf  npnC  fnr  n  p  Un  .inrmlrcnt  Cn  w,iIvp  the  Nn  ■Siirffire 
O  ''■  'ipniuT  It  l|.i-!.if  U'li.  Thl-<  iif  IpuI.iMi.n  ind  r.itl.mnl  fnr  wnlvlng  It 
V  dlffrr  Krrntly  frntK  the  "Wvomfna  ?tnndar<l  r;c  1  pulat  Ions .  "  tc  brlnus  co 
K  ijin'stlnn  the  ..hlllcv  of  clir  Hesnurce  Areaa  to  decenrrlne  exrepclons  on 
2  a  c,T=e-hv-r.T;e  hasl?  e-l  the  validity  of  th->  tclpular  l-n.  The  use  of  « 
^      pl.in    .irticridment    will    Sp   a    rnscly    and    clnply    proce?-:    If    .inJ   vhen    this 

Shecme'i    not-eis.Trv,      Vr    <;crnnBly    support    ci^c    d^c  Islon-mak  Ins   prnccpfl    In 
Che    Hesiiur.r    Aro.T    In-i'r.id    nf    deferrlnR    cn    che    5:c.ite    office    .ind    pl-in 
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Mr.    .Jnhn   Hiii»bnnd 
BLM   -   Teniti   Leader 
September    15,     \fH7 
Pane    2 


4     m    ConrernlnR   spMr-esdCe    UndH.    It    Irt    (-onfusine   Co   read    che    t.t: 
k    numticrs    Cncal    .;lcher    31M    lu  1 1  sd  let  Inn    and/nr    ccr.il     1  nnd    In    ch. 


S 


S    resource   area.      In   all    al  tern.Tt  Iven ,    except    "r".    l.i    nlUIon 
land    will    have    ■seasonal    ^tlpuUtlcns    .ind    nnvwhere    fcoffl   6^;.'il 


.'i    rrllllon    acres   will    h.ive    Surfncc    Dls turhnnce    Rr^Crlctl 

SRLM   has    not    clnrlfled   uhech.:r    chase    -ire    puhHc    !  sncis    nr   wherl 
esrace    lands    are    also    Included,      The    HLM's    auttn^rlcy    nn    prlv. 
t     In    qucflClcnabl.-    for    al!    but    threacened    and    endannered    "ipeclei 


acres  of 
1    acre,= 
ng.      The 
er    spHc- 
ce   lands 


/'•''^^-7 


J,    P.    C'.noor 
.1.    D.    r"il6tnl 
•1.    n.    U|  IcoK 


i 
I 
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Responses  to  Letter  93 

1.  The  BLM  recognizes  that  mineral  exploration  and  devel- 

opment can  and  should  occur  on  the  public  lands  while 
protection  is  provided  for  other  resources  and  values. 
Under  the  proposed  RMP,  the  entire  planning  area  would 
be  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing,  while  sensitive 
resources  and  values  would  be  protected  by  the  Wyo- 
ming BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines.  This  is  consis- 
tent with  national  policy  for  availability  of  energy 
resources  for  development  and  the  principle  of  multiple- 
use  management  of  the  public  lands. 

2.  Ideally,  a  map  such  as  you  suggest  could  depict  areas 

where  lease  restrictions  would  be  applied.  In  fact,  some 
of  such  areas  are  shown  on  maps  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS: 
historic  trails,  VRM  classes,  recreation  sites,  sage  grouse 
leks,  raptor  concentration  areas,  and  the  Baggs  elk  cru- 
cial winter  range.  However,  even  if  these  areas  were 
shown  on  an  aggregate  map,  the  map  still  would  be 
incomplete  because  areas  like  steep  slopes,  riparian 
areas,  and  high  priority  habitats  have  not  been  mapped. 

3.  The  proposed  plan  does  not  specify  any  particular  geo- 

graphic areas  for  a  "no  surface  occupancy"  (NSO) 
requirement.  NSO  could  be  used  to  protect  specific 
resource  values,  as  discussed  in  the  Standard  Mitigation 
Guidelines  appendix  to  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

4.  Please  see  general  response  8. 
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Th,ink  v"^'-'  '"^r  rh?  opportmn  i  ry  to  ti;vi°w  and  comment  on   this 
pUin.    Pl".j5»  i',"'^p  ne  informed  of  th"  progress  in  this  effort. 


w  1 '  h  b^^r  r'^'i.irris,  I  ^re 


vory  truly  iJ^rs, 
'-^ike  Sullivan 


1" 
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STATE  OF  WVOMINO 

OFFICE  Of  THE  GOVEBNOR 

CHEYENNE  OlOOa 


August    34,     1987 


He.  John  ?Jusband,  Team  Leader 
Sureau  of  Land  Management: 
Raw!  ins  Oiscnct 
P.O.  Box  670 
aawlins.  wv   92301 

□ear  Mr.  Husband; 

Tsie  Draft  Resource  .lanagement  Plan/Fnvi  ronmenca  1  rmpact 
StatemenC/Wt  Idernesa  Supplement  for  the  Medicine  Bow  ■■  Diuid  ■ 
Resource  Area  has  been  circulated  for  scaCe  agency  cevipw  ond 
comttier.!!.  Copies  of  agency  comments  Sii^  enclosed  for  your 
consiileracion  and  use. 

Pledse  note  thaC  these  comments  include  several  otjservac  ions 
that  .iiouid  be  carefully  considered  in  di-veloping  Che  fi,n.i: 
doc-jrr,ent.  Agencies  have  Jiso  tdenCif  leci  needs  for  furrh-T 
intOfnitition  and  detail  on  proposed  management  direction  wh  ich 
Should  be  provided  in  the  final  plan. 

The  preferred  management  alternative  generally  provides  for 
a  reasonaibic  balance  between  resource  use  and  protection.  As  is 
narmaJ.lv  the  case,  the  preferred  alternative  may  benefit  from 
addiCionai  refinewenC  in  response  to  .igency,  indusCry  and  gcnora  L 
puDiic  input.  I  intend  to  ust>  my  opportunity  for  consistency 
review  to  see  how  responsive  the  Ein<il  pMn  is  Cf)  such  input. 

;,i^ase  continue  to  coordlnjto  with  prrtm^nt  aqoncics  on  rh(! 
mdiv:  inal  activity  plans  that  «iiil  bo  developed  Gubsfqu'.-nt  r:^ 
this  HMP.  I  also  feel  that  the  final  plan  should  contain 
sufficient  flewibillty  CO  adjust  management  prerogatives  and 
activ;  ".y  restrictions  in  response  to  emerging  techno loqy  an' I 
changing  circumstances r 


/Uh  regarrl  Co  the  Wilderness  Supp 
relea.<;ng  two  of  the  thrt.'o   WSA"s  as  no' 
desia;  .Cion   appears  to  be  appropriate 
Prosp^  .-t   Mountain  Study  d  r 


t,   t-.hp  ration.Tli"  fcT 
t.jbU)  tor  ■-»  lilerri"<-'^ 
int'.7n'1  to  review   the 
Iderness  suitabii  ity   recommenda- 


tion 


the  broader   context  of  other 
ns    and   will    tormuiato   a 
recommendations  are  completed  statewide 


□  L,'l 


I  Idernrsn 


Response  to  Letter  95 

1.  Thank  you  for  facilitating  review  and  comment  by  agen- 
cies of  the  state  of  Wyoming.  Our  responses  to  state 
agency  comments  follow  each  agency's  letter.  Also 
please  see  general  response  1  regarding  comments  per- 
taining to  wilderness. 
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Wyoming  State  Archives, 
Museums  &  Historical  Department 


IBETT  "ITArE  OIMCE  BUlLDINt 


*t«i*uuc5a 


Jul/  30,    1987 


;;in- 


Mr.  aichard  H.  Miller 
State   PUnning  Coord i lator 
Her^chler   9ui Iding 
Cheyenne,   Wyoming       82002 

RE:      8LM  Hedicine   Bow-Dividp  Resource  Area  MflnaqBffle<it   PI 
SPC   #86-2'10 

Dear  Mr.   Miller: 

Richard   Bryant   of    our    staff    has    received    information    concerning    t 


ntioned   plan.     Thank   you    for   g 
Management   of   cultu 


ig   u^    the   opportunity   to   comment. 


If  you  have   any  questions  please  contact  Mr.    Bryant   at   7?7-i 


Sincerely, 


[iw*AA   C  W^' 


Thomas  E.  Marceau 
Acting   Slate  Historic 
Preservation  Officer 


I 
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f//a/fi    ^>n^{neet  ^    f'ffice 


tSCMlFB  BUHD'N 


Richiiril   H,    Miller 

Stnte   ri.inning   Coontinaci 

Oievennc.    Wynrainji   82002 


Denr   Mr.    Mi  Her: 

1>V   found    lictlp   X'-> 

In   thp  Ch.ipter  m  Affpi 


]ilf(7  C"f»eNN(     WYOMING     91001 


Mfrtleinf.  Bnw  -  Divide  fiesoi 
M/in.iK.'n)nnt  Plan/Drnft  FJS/ 
WfLdprn-sfi  Supplpmpnc  Sc^n 
Ident if ier  Number  86-2iO 


'   ot    chla   RMP. 


-ironrnpnt.       Surface    Wnter.       L'ses .     pa; 
1)/,      we      "oulrt      RiiRRfst    Ch»    1st    ■Pncrnre   conlrt    b-tier      rpad:         "Surface 
wntpr      uie  on   the   j'ublic    hinrlr;    tn    tlie   plannins  area    is   mainly      livestock 
wnterina  anil  wilrfUfe  w.Tterinjj,"     -  Otherwise  tha  sentence    1$  aiislttading 
becnusp   these  ar*   not    the  main   w.jt^r   uses   except   on    the   public    lands, 


The  rera 
detail  Ipft  n 
Kremnnt  '  fjnyi, 
whirh    i-;    m.-nt 


er      of    rhe    Isi;    pnr,T[;r;5[:h    is   extremely   brief      with     much 

For  examiile.      hydropowcr   is  fsencrated  ot  SiJTinoe  Dafa. 

Alcoua   Dam  nnd   Glcndo   n^itn.       in   ^i.Mitl'^n    ro   Korces      Hnn. 

iKirrc'd  r•>m^'    r,l     ^-hl.l,    W^\,^i^,  \     t(,e    i^ublic    londn,       such    riH    [jike    lliittie       in 

the      l..iriiinie      Rtver      U.ismi,         and      siiuiy      reHrrvolrs      uspd      fur      fishini!. 
recFPiitinn,    and  wildlife  linhitac.    in  addition  to  other  uses. 

There    is    lifle  mentton   rf    irrjRcition   u.«es   ni    water,    and   no   mention 

to^prhcr     with     gr.i/inR     on   the     public      Innds,      provide     b.islc     nnrurnl 
re'inurri'':    fnr   dijricuUurftl    industry    in    the   planninR   area. 

Ihi;4  nffire  .-ind  tlio  i!lH  li.Tve  n  I  unR-'Jtandi  nR  ronperntive  .iRrperannt 
uniliT  whM  ii  wiit'T  riaht9  int  uritint  I'm  and  Toopcrai  ion  on  applicpibl" 
permit  ownerships  ,ire  conductfd.  We  presume  that  rhe  BLM  will  continue 
tr,  apply  for  the  npplicuhU  water  riRfits  permits,  as  required  by  State 
law,  before  consrnictins  diversions,  detention  structures,  stock  ponds, 
reservoirs,    and  other  typi?s  of   permits. 

Pef'-e  iisinR  water  for  teraporory  iiidu.-?c  rial  purpofie-i.  such  as  road- 
oil  and  gas  wull,  and  nther  consr.ruct  ion.  iin'i  ""or  t '.;■■.  ^-icnt  practices 
such  BK  fire  control  on  planned  burn  fire  :^ii|.:-  -ion  (T'ljeets,  a  permit  ' 
from  the  State  Kngin^er  must  be  applied  for  and  jpproved.  This  is  true 
for  public  agencies  as  well  as  for  temporary  uses  proposed  by  private 
interests.  A  siRnificant  portion  of  the  planning  area  is  in  the  area 
upstreao     of      the      North   Pl.ltle   Reservoir   system  wliere      senior      priority 


Response  to  Letter  96 

1 .    Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RfWP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments. 
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Rich.-irrt   11.    Mi  Up; 

F'iiRc  ;; 

August    JO,    10H7 


Korth  ri':itte  River  svstem 
availnblH  for  new  priority 
no  water  availahle  lor  sue 
mnin  stfn  Nnrth  flane  R|v 
Pnrhfinrier    D.itr.  [n    <!ufh    c 

durifiR     the      Irrigntn 


of  thr  Ll.i;.  S.ipreraP  C'M.rt  Decree  ^n  the 
trict  the  -'vailabilitv  of  surplus  -drer 
P'Tary  use  permits.  Uften  there  will  be 
e  ni  all  in  a  given  water  ye.ir  fr.-'m  ; 
r  frnn  the  North  Platte  tributaries  abf 
nslunres,  and  on  '-ther  strenTis  and  rivt 
,  or  during  the  nft-scason  and  spring 
...-crvoir  refilling  periods,  w;iter  may  not  be  availnble  to  a  present 
pr^r^rity  lomporary  use  permit  brrause  of  call.s-  for  regulation  tn  satisfy 
the  senior  priority  wat^r  riRhts.  P'lrinR  such  time  periods,  it  may  be 
neressary  to  nbrnin  wat'T  lor  Che  t("Ti)'iirary  use  from  existing  valid 
appropn;,!  iins,  wlnrh  arf  In  priority,  hv  warer  aereements  filed  with 
and   a|>prnvert    by    the   Star--    Rnai  neer . 

41  In        "ir       rrvif-w      -'f    -  lir    Wl  1  .1,-rness    ';u|.pl'":>enc  .       WMfo,„vl       tMal       the 

T  Ij      pri..pr.>rd      l-n'.ir|-.-,M     -'■.-r    Ciiivrm    W;,A    w.^ilH    iitfnri     an    .la  i  v.-      dirr[,      ;,n,| 

J     pn'^sihlv      afl-.t      ihP     u-,i.o.,,il.>'l      Walter   riRlui.        W,-      .supRest      the     ',s< 

^     b'.nndarv      U-      r^-.-.-d    upst  re  ,im   r>l    the   he.i.lRn  t  P  of    t  he  -if  (  er  csd      ditrh      far 

Sennu^h    tn   ^i[,,-   norma!    mamtenanre   bv    Uic  ditch   ownensl   without      having 
to   nnnfv    BLM.      The   w,i,er    riRhts   and   ditrh   are: 


i-rt-   nirch,      A.J. 
n\.      pt.j-,1    ■''■>J{j, 


lat^  'f/M  I'".': 
■ibutarv  SnutI 
'in    lU,    T.  US'. 


Very    truly    yours, 

^RA.'l^;   i.  ■ikei,fAr;n 


yjt.  uw 

Lncl'iBure   -   Referral    Men 
rr:      tif.rd'  i   W.    ?„«^»rr 
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Responses  to  Letter  97 

1.  Thank  you  for  clarifying  this.  As  you  suggest,  the  intent 

of  the  sentence  you  refer  to  was  to  describe  the  main  sur- 
face water  uses  on  public  lands  in  the  planning  area. 

2.  Please  see  general  response  3. 

3.  The  BLM  will  continue  to  observe  state  laws  for  manage- 

ment of  public  lands  when  seeking  to  acquire  water 
rights. 

4.  Please  see  general  response  1. 
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Department  of  Environmental  Quality 


•  M/'  '"  '">••* 


HEWOBAIDOH 


John  HuSBand,    Teaa   Lsa-ler 
Bureau  of    Ijnd   fAnagenent 


OsDartaent    of    FjivlroTua«ntal  Quality 


^ 


E.J.      Fanning 
fCiHo'ln?  eoBoaerta; 


9i^ts    61-65,   Ccaparia 


of  mti 


-  H-^lrjln*-  a-a*   Divide   Heaource   Area    RMP/DE!S 


rrferencd     document      and      pi-ortde< 


,v*3i      "oUa.   Water  and    Air  '^anaffenent 


Th«  ebjMtlvM  of  th-  Sotla.  Water  ^n-l  Air  "tonaffemont  Prograia  as  described  In 
the  Prtferrf'i  AUomstlye  are  -rooBmnsurat?  with  ths  Water  Quality  Manageaent 
Planning  ^ettvltl-s  In  th*  Water  Quality  Dl-rtalon  of  DEQ.  Th«3«  ofijectlv-a 
ar»!  ueLl  lucpor'"  *i  ►ly  .isspsaBMts  !n  C^.nete■^  3,  the  AffdOte^  airlronoi^rt  and 
^vlr  Mia^ntal    Consequences,    yhicti    Jncludsa    a  vera  s*    -JStleatw    cf 


Chapter    n , 

surface    -Ustur-nsr.  *    ccw 

Biansi{eaent  altemAtlv*, 


all 


alt omat Ires,     and    thos«    uniqu«    to    each 


of   wator  luailtT   b«t 


The    5«>nBr«l    aanagcaent    ot-ocilcss    descrlbprt    In    the    Appendices    to    the    r-rport 
for    minerals,    ell    and    ijaa ,    al  Ulcullur-,    and    UvestocK    jraslng,    afford    this 
agency    a    ''ery    ccwpr'^hiwia  1  ve    source    for    laplementatla' 
oanngosMt  prvctlci^s. 

Pis«es   lUD-iul,   Affeetwl  &tTl ronment ,  water  Resourcgs,  Quality 


"  ^  yyaaiMg    Surface    waters    .ind    the    duality     Standards    for    Wyoalng    Qrt 

W  present'd    In    TaPl-    8.    which    Is    tak-n    frcfli   Chapter    -fill    of   Iho  WyOTln?  Water 

3  Quality    Pules   and    F-iruUtloos.      AildUlinal    jtindarda    aucft  aa  turOldlty.    D.O., 

1  and    rioxttn?  and   settlMble  aoUda  are  sppl.tcattle  to  surface  -^atei^. 


nief  eu'iding     •     '  23  Wati  25tf»  Sii-eei    •     "heyenoe.  Wvommg  82002 
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OPWVOMINQ 


Department  of  Environmentai  Quality 


TO: 

FRCM: 

THROUGH: 

SUBJECT: 


nEnontsouH 

John  Husband,  Team  Leader 

Bandolpli  Wood,  Dir«EOr,  Department  of  Environmental  f ya  1  U Y ^^^^^,^ 


.ty  Division  d^^ 


1'^ 


Charles  A,  Collins,  Administrator,  Air  Qi 
Michael  StoLl.  Air  Quality  Engineer  ^ 

Comments  on  Che  Draft  Sesource  Mananemeni  PUn/Fnvironinental 
Impact  Statement,  tor  the  Medicine  ao«  and  Divide  Resource 
Areas 

DATE:         July  2^.  ^"^^^ 

T^ie  Air  QuaiUY    Division  oE   the  Oeparcrnenc   of   Environmental  QuaittT   has   had 
the  opportunitr  to  review  the  above  referenced  document   and  offers  tl.* 
Col.lOfe'ing  contnencs: 

Paec    154  -  The  author   scacei   that    chero'  are  no  Class    I    air   qualitv   srens    in 
.ne  pUnfiing  ar*a.     This   i»   Incorrect.     The  Savage  Run  wilderness  a. -. 
located    in   the  Medicine   Bo-  Nacionoi   Forest  was  designated   «  a  CUa.    t   area 
when    Che  Prevention  of   Significant  Deterioration    (PSD)    rcgulacions  -..te 
.adopted   by   the  StacB  o(  Wyoatng. 

Paae    l-iB  4    156  -  Table   U.   Uyoainw  and  Nacional   Ambient   Air  QualUv 
Standards:   contains  several    errors  which  should    be  ..rr.cted       Th.      lunrlde 
anbient   standard  msasured   as  (iTdrogen    fluoride   has   been   revistfrf   afl    t.  .io-s. 


Averasing 

Tiise 

12   hours 

2^  hours 
7   days 

^0    d4TS 


^xtmum  Allow. 


ble  Conci 
anin«    Fii 

3.0  u^/m} 
1.8  u?/m3 
0.5    U8/ml 


T>,e  l-Hour  o.axi.u-.  .oncentr.tion  for  ph..o.he™..al  o..d,nts  sr-ouia  r.  e  e- 
tootnote  1.  Finally,  the  l-llour  ambient  standard  f  .r  nonmeth.ine  ^.-..uie 
ofRanic  compounds  has   been    repealed   by    the  State  of    Uyomint!. 

Pane  158  thru  162  ■■  Map  41  and  Tables  14  and  15  ^ippear  to  be  quite  'ated. 
:ieveral  if  th*  companies  listed  are  no  longer  in  business  or  ir-!  opera-.in' 
in  a    fashion  differi-nt    from  thr   representations    in    the   tables. 

Herflchtwr  Buildtng     •     1 22  Wwi  25lh  Si<«b(     •     Chevonno.  Wvom.ng  82003 
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Jotm  SuAb&na 
Au«u9fe  5,    I96r 


l^Bo  '"T,   Afoas  Heeding  gpgelal  Managcaenfc,    Paragmph  2 

Analysis  of  tho  tlSGS  data  frca  Station  fOO259OS0,  '.ne  Little  Snake  Rtvor 
beica  Bongs,  Top  the  tloo  period  of  October,  1980  through  September,  1985 
Indicates  b  aaxiaiM  total  dlaaolvmJ  solids  value  of  «20  at^/l,  -hlch  does  not 
aicoed  the  drtnltlng  uatSP  crlterlcn  of  500  auj/l.  Th«  "20  oig/1  concentration 
occurred  at  the  1cm  flo*  of  2,5  CFS  on  August  29,  '985  Indlcatlns  the  Inverse 
rD),atlC«snip   of  concentration  and  flow. 

Four  KUddy  Creeh  subbaalns  are  major  aailnUy  contributors  (water  aay  exceed 
2,000  ag/l  IDS)  and  all  subbaslns  are  alnor  sailnlty  contributors  (water  aay 
fiieeed  300  ««/!  TOS)  '-o  Muddy  Crwek  proper.  Little  salinity  data  la 
svuilaole  for  Wuddy  Cn-ek,  althoufth  the  reoonled  aaxuaum  concentration  of 
1,399  a*;/!  was  obtalne<l  -^  Noveaber  U,  1076  at  a  flow  of  0.9  CFS.  Although 
tho  data  fron  Ihe  Little  CnaJce  Ptver  ata'lon  b"lou  Eaggs  do  not  seem  to 
Indicate  a  salinity  lapalroent  of  wat^r  U3<>,  sedlient  loading  to  the  river 
reaalr.s  «s  t.hi»  pr'iaary  uae  Ldpalrrs^nt.  and  trt*  data  far  this  station  Indicate 
Ji  weakly   pcoltiv  ':orr*Utlon  between  s-dloent  and   snllnlty   (r  =  0.193U). 


i 


Sedlaent  r-eductl  on  techniques  therefore  provide  sane  salinity  reduction, 
esppclall/  when  l-jc.-ited  on  atreaii  sewents  which  are  high  priority  salinity 
ocntrtbutors.  Rwewer,  stno^  a  aiujor  source  of  salinity  Is  frcci  the 
oaergeRCC  of  saline  springs  and  froa  uncapped  oil  and  g^s  wells,  U  appears 
that  the  acat  eifectlve  -allnlty  control  ae-Tsures  are  to  plug  or  divert  the 
ssllne  springs,  ' nd  cap  the  old  uells,  unles-i  the  water  can  be  davelooed  for 
Xivpstoct;   and  wllJllfc  watering  purposes.. 


ZiBllnlty  control  ae> 
benefits,  and  reduce 
UttU  Sneko  iUvep. 


of 


his 


the   total   salt    Load 


•e     would     produce     jraater 
transported    by    Muady    Creek    , 


n-slto 


PBgo   179„    yegetatlofi  Sectlci 


ni! 


par^an   VcgetaElcn  Ccndttlon 


Table  20  appears  to  hsve  been  derlvwd  by  using  the  saei«  condltlcn  elasstflci 
tlon  used  on  uDtsnd  r«nge  sites,  l-o-  that  the  site  condition  Is  derived  I 
ccHporlscfi  of  thQ  curri^nt  plant  ocnnunlty  as  a  percentage  of  the  polentlel  < 
cilME  plant  coBMBunlty,  Platts,  '.t  al.,  '987.  have  stated  that  *....  tl 
concept  of  cHarta,  as  ljBpU«"l  In  format  ind  rangeland  iiabltat  classlflc; 
tiers.  Is  generally  not  acpllc^Pl*  to  rlparl'n  claaslflcatlona",  y^ethods  f' 
Evaluating     Riparian     Habl  t_a  t  s^__  Wl  t 


App_llca-1-; 

al    Report    lHT~P^^  ,    [ntoraountain 


?^.anageaent.     'J5DA 
Ogdon. 


1  Statloi 


General  Tec  hi 

This    tnterpretatlo!^    apparent ly    relies    on    the   aorw    frequent    disturbances 
to      variable      runoff      ^v^nts,      flnd      thf      ,i<;gcraoanylng     sMlaent      depoaUlco 
trnnsport,    which   nay    all^r  consistent   progresilon   '-owards   a    long  tera.    ata 
clliux^        Tfieae    fT3earcn'»ra     use    the    plant    ccnaunlty    type,     rather    than 
range  site  as  I'.ir  'jnit  of  claaalf Icatlcn. 
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John  Husband 
Auguat  5.   19S7 
page  3 


ftges   210-212,    Flahgrlca   Section,    HflnaBmint   Oppgrtunltlea ,    Table  21 

TablB  27  l3  sn  excoUent  sunmary  of  stream  segaents  that  will  ben"flt  tr< 
Improved  riparian  grating  management  treatments,  and  provides  -he  Wat 
Quality  Dinslon  with  a  potential  project  Hat  for  Section  319  [TJST  Wat. 
Quality  Act)    ImpletaentatlOBi  projects. 


Enn 


Flaherlea  Sectlo 


tal     Conaequgncea;     Aaaunptlons     Tor    Wildlife    and     Fla hTl e 
,    Page   g2H,    Variable  1%      Converjlona 


Sheep  to  Cattle 


1 


The  Qharacterlatlcs  of  cattle  grazing  ver-aua  aheep  Rrazlnn,  eapAPially  ; 
Influenced  by  topography,  la  an  Important  factor  In  atreamalde  stability  at 
hence,  water  quality,  as  has  been  pointed  out.  In  more  mountalnoua  graili 
allotments  where  steep  terrain  as  well  aa  water  ooncontr-ate  oattl*  u.'^ai 
«lthln  the  canyon  bottcms  and  herding  for  more  uniform  distribution  la  n< 
employed,  a  vegetative  utilization  factor  for  the  streanwlde  lone  ahould  ! 
decided  on,  as  well  aa  a  season  of  use.  and  cattle  should  bo  removed  froa  tl 
allotment  at   that  point. 


Livestock  Graalnjt   Appendix   Page   3^$,    Tn 


Id   In 


Ecological   Conditio! 


1 

1 


The  value  of  calculating  a  "normalUed"  condition  class  indet  ts  not  oppar-^i 
since  88. 5X  may  or  may  not  be  the  sean  of  the  field  data  for  the  «7U  acres  : 
aUotment  0318  Judged  to  bo  in  excellent  condition.  Beyond  that  ntatlstJc: 
consideration,    htv    does    the    aunmatlon    of    these    factora    Into  an    "Index-    ih; 


previous     range     survey,      validly 


l3     compared     with     a     similar     Index     frco 
Indicate  an   Improving  trend? 

Ecological     trend,     either    touard    or    auay    rroo 

number    of    acres    moving    Into    the    next    higher 

Indicated    by    the    number    of    seedlings    and    vigor    (productivity)    of    decrease 

speclesp    plan  utilization  data,    soil   canpaotlon,    and   gully  formation. 


Page  372,   Criterion   D,    Management   Actions    Principal   Source  of  Funding 


Hcv  much  reality  Is  there  to  private  Investment  In  public  land  range 
Inprovanents?  Is  It  a  significant  percentage  of  District  enpendlturos  and  is 
It  relatively  constant  and  reliable  (as  part  of  an  AHP)?  If  private 
in vestment  la  a  significant  source  of  range  Improvements,  that  should  be 
presented  in  a  table  on  an  allotment  by  allotment  basis,  presenting  the  ratio 
of  public  to  private  investment,  allotment  categories,  and  range  and  riparian 
condition. 


Responses  to  Letter  98 

1.  Thank  you  for  calling  this  error  to  our  attention.  This  cor- 

rection has  been  made  in  chapter  3  of  this  document. 

2.  The  table  you  refer  to  has  been  revised  for  this  final  doc- 

ument. It  appears  as  table  9  in  chapter  3. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  72. 

4.  Thank  you  for  bringing  this  information  to  our  attention. 

An  addition  to  the  section  on  water  quality  appears  in 
chapter  3  of  this  final  document. 

5.  Management  actions  such  as  those  you  suggest  could  be 

effective  in  reducing  salt  load  in  Muddy  Creek  and  the 
Little  Snake  River  and  will  be  carried  out  as  opportunities 
are  identified  in  those  watersheds. 

6.  Condition  classes  were  the  measure  used  when  the  inven- 

tory was  conducted.  In  1982,  the  BLM  adopted  as  its  prin- 
cipal rangeland  inventory  method  the  range  site  inven- 
tory procedure  described  in  the  SCS  National  Range 
Handbook  (USDA,  SCS  1976).  Supplemental  guidance 
and  procedures  were  developed  and  included  in  BLM 
Handbook  H-4410-1 .  Table  20  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  pre- 
sents condition  class  ratings  as  calculated  with  the  use 
of  the  handbook  procedures  forall  wetland,  subirrigated, 
and  saline  subirrigated  sites  within  the  inventory  area. 
The  objective  of  improving  condition  class  demonstrates 
the  intent  of  resource  management  activities  related  to 
riparian  areas.  As  specific  policies,  procedures,  and  avail- 
able research  methods  change,  monitoring  and  evalua- 
tion will  be  changed  accordingly;  however,  the  intent  will 
remain  the  same:  to  evaluate,  classify,  and  improve  or 
maintain  riparian  areas  as  needed. 

7.  The  specifics  of  grazing  treatments,  such  as  proper  uti- 

lization in  streamside  zones  and  season  of  use,  will  be 
determined  during  activity  planning.  The  needs  of  ripar- 


9. 


Ian  areas  will  be  carefully  considered. 

Both  inventories  used  in  the  comparison  were  based  on 
plant  composition  within  the  community,  and  the  condi- 
tion indices  were  determined  according  to  percentage 
of  composition  by  weight.  Both  methods  employed  a 
weight  estimate  inventory  procedure,  whether  entirely 
ocular  or  supported  by  adjustments  of  estimates  made 
with  the  use  of  measured  plots.  It  is  true  that  the  midpoint 
of  the  condition  class  may  or  may  not  be  the  mean  of 
the  field  data  or  of  the  population.  We  are  not  trying  to 
lead  anyone  to  believe  that  we  know  even  a  sample  mean 
to  be  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  ■•  Jpoint  of  the  condi- 
tion class  by  using  the  statistical  term  "normalized."  Per- 
haps it  would  be  more  accurate  to  use  the  term  "weighted 
condition  class  estimate"  to  present  as  an  apparent 
trend. 

Any  time  a  comparison  is  made  between  two  condition 
class  ratings,  an  estimate  of  "apparent"  trend  is  made. 
Any  short-term  perturbances  in  the  observed  community 
caused  by  climate,  previous  grazing  intensity  and  espe- 
cially variability  in  the  collection  of  field  data  between 
observers  may  play  a  role  in  masking  the  "true"  condition 
and  subsequent  trend. 

The  use  of  seedling  establishment,  plant  vigor,  plant  uti- 
lization, soil  compaction,  and  presence  of  rills  and  gully 
formation  are  all  appropriate  in  the  determination  of 
apparent  trend.  These  were  all  used  in  the  determination 
of  apparent  trend  for  those  allotments  that  were  not  sur- 
veyed with  the  ecological  site  inventory  in  1 986.  However, 
change  in  composition  by  weir- ■  .or  time  also  is  an 
appropriate  method  for  determining  an  "apparent"  trend. 
This  is  the  method  that  was  used  because  it  is  the  method 
for  which  we  had  the  most  recent  information. 

The  principal  sources  of  funding  listed  for  each  allotment 
category  are  not  listed  in  order  by  amount  of  investment. 
Contributions  toward  range  improvement  projects  pro- 
vided by  private  investments  typically  have  been  in  the 
form  of  materials,  project  maintenance  on  existing  proj- 
ects, and  labor  on  construction  of  new  projects.  The 
amount  of  private  investment  is  highly  variable  from  allot- 
ment to  allotment. 
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Response  to  Letter  99 

1 .    Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments. 
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r.ne  : 
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h               ■.-'...-r^--:     ;.,r     ;,.w    c^  i.^-     .'U-      ■!'!■•.■■     1  ;ii-:  .  1  ,  ;.,•  !    ■.     i-.  .  j.  i  .it -.-d    -ith 
W             »;:-.i;'i>Ji>ri  Cf     i-J    Ju.iii:  n-.''^:  -mit-    ,ii    rh.-   ■  ltjut   *.',!'k   ^mip.      Hcm.tvo< 

■               Jvcrnjiit.;    i:.::'     ...pi'.T     I'iJ    'i.'i.'J     i:     (o/i    j;"!''.       'hi     hill     -ghnurfacc 

s    •-"^' -^ ' '— 
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^              n.'.diwi.-i"    ki^)'-i  1  I'l  -.    >;r-    :.'    irid'i- 1 1  i..l    ^u.ility    ^.^tlu^.    and 
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state    n-inniny    COOrtiil 


analysis,      Wr  -il-iti  pi"!iumu  "Carbon"   ((mci-   ti)  "Fii^-J  c.iihon"   .imi 
not    clcmi-ntjl    ^.irboti   a^   pri'-Ji-ntly    -hi'wr;    ,;:    rhr    tjbU''^   h".idiiij;. 
All    thp  proutilcii  values   nhoulil  be  ttotfj  at.   ".i>- reiiMVL-d"   vain.--. 

Al.-'O,    there    is  sijme  voal   mined  at    llanna  with  heat    \  ilue-    iiuinid 
11.000  Btu.'lb.      I'ees   'he  averaiic  andinri    ranjie   -hown    in   this    tabic 
rct'leet    thc<e  hifiher  heat    values'     ^u  arc  not    sure  what    data  wete 
used  to  get    the   value-    in  the  table. 


l*llderne?s    Supplement 

i'.iHe  r.l.  la-i  (1.11  .'Ki  aph  ■  Tlie  rrjairt  -titn-  Hi.ii  ■■\o  ^iiuni;  r  c'l'.'.  i. 
due  (O  an  uii  1 .1  vu  rah  1  e  evonufniL  iiyt  1  ".ik  .  .  .  "  l..r  I'lVVlO'i.  ne'  il  .  Ji, 
mend,  and  even  signifieaiit  bar.e  met'il  depo-it-,  this  r.  not  true,  i 
example,    several  new  gold  mines  are  vominE  "n    line    in  sev.ida    tin-  y. 

Page  TB.  Bennett  .viouncains  area  -  hith  re-peet  i^  the  fn, .nia r  i or  prcvr 
the  Casper  porrration  -hould  be  deleted  .ind  "iily  th,.  terni  len  icvp  s 
stone  used.  Also,  some  Goose  Pgg  l.'mation  and  i.hiivv.ater  loraation 
occurs  111  the  "outheast  corner  nl  the  area.  I  See  II..S.1..S.  lip."  rili 
33-798   geologic  map] . 

Page   «a    -    The   Bennett    Mountains   S'SA   h.i-    not    been    prcperlv    ev,tluii"d    fo 
precious  metal,  or  diamonds.      Ihis  area   should  he   e.s.imincd   pi'ivili 
before   classifying    it    as   "low    favorabi 1 i ty" . 


8.  Our  statement  is  based  on  the  fact  that  there  has  been 
a  decrease  in  the  number  of  claims  staked  and  the 
number  of  notices  and  plans  of  operations  filed  with 
BLM.  Thus,  we  have  inferred  that  present  interest  in  lo- 
catable  minerals  is  lower  than  in  previous  years. 

9.  The  Coal  appendix  has  been  rewritten  for  this  final  doc- 

ument. 

10.  The  coal  quality  data  shown  in  table  Coal-AP-1  for  Hanna 

Basin  represent  the  range  of  mean  values  for  Hanna  and 
Ferris  Formation  coals.  These  are  the  two  formations  con- 
taining the  most  significant  coalbeds  in  this  area.  Values 
for  individual  beds  could  fall  outside  these  ranges. 

11.  Wilderness  comments  will  be  responded  to  in  the  forth- 

coming wilderness  document,  as  detailed  in  general 
response  1. 


1 2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1 1  of  tfii 
general  response  1. 


!ier  and 


13.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1 1  of  this  letter  and 
general  response  1. 


Responses  to  Letter  100 

1.  The  section  to  which  you  refer  is  a  part  of  our  planning 

criteria.  Planning  criteria  are  not  management  prescrip- 
tions or  actions;  rather,  they  serve  to  focus  our  planning 
effort  on  the  issues.  The  plan  is  not  limited  to  addressing 
only  the  topics  specifically  covered  in  the  criteria.  Locat- 
able  minerals  were  addressed  in  each  alternative. 

2.  Please  see  general  response  3,  paragraphs  1  and  4. 

3.  Please  see  general  response  3. 

4.  Please  see  general  response  3. 

5.  We  are  aware  of  the  recent  evaluation  activities  in  the  Se- 

minoe  district  by  two  mining  companies.  They  have  both 
ceased  operations  in  the  area  since  conducting  their  eval- 
uations. The  Silver  Crown  district  includes  very  little  pub- 
lic land.  A  records  search  has  indicated  that  there  are 
no  claims  filed  on  BLtvl-managed  public  land  in  this  area. 

The  anorthosite  complex  may  have  potential  for  sodium 
flux,  titanium,  and  vanadium,  but  a  records  search  indi- 
cates that  the  only  claims  ort'public  lands  active  since 
1981  are  for  alumina.  Also  please  see  general  response 
3. 

6.  As  is  indicated  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  on  page  137,  we  are 

aware  that  soil  stability  problems  occur  in  areas  other 
than  those  specifically  discussed,  but  to  a  lesser  extent. 
The  map  of  areas  where  unstable  slopes  occur  on  public 
lands  shows  only  the  larger  areas  where  problems  are 
known  to  exist.  Also  please  see  general  response  3. 

7.  Thank  you  for  the  information.  Since  the  draft  RMP/EIS 

was  released,  we  have  also  become  aware  of  another  poi- 
sonous plant,  two-grooved  milkvetch,  which  could 
endanger  cattle  and  sheep  year  round.  We  will  continue 
to  update  our  information  regarding  poisonous  plants. 


101 


:fetatt  of  U'poming 

Oil  aiib  €>a^  Cansci-bntion  Commission 


Mr.   Richard  Mi  Uer 

State    Planning   Coordinnor^   Offic" 
Wyoming   Stale  C!ea'-i"g  Mouse 
'-ier%cn:?r   fluiloini;.    inrt    Floor    id',l 


■^udKine  Sow  -   2ivitJe   Rpsour^e 
M.3n,iger*.'nt    -    ^Idfi/Draf.    El'^ 
Hi  Iderness    SuDplernent 
ildte    id'.-nlifier   Ua.    ab-HO 


I  pi     of     the     Updi-:  inn     Rnw     -     Divitie     Resource     Area     sUtem^n' 

0-       caoMd.       'li.'    Hi-ca    under    consideration    has    a    s'qnificari' 

nur-bPr   of    oil    and    gis    fields   withm    )'.5    boundaries.      Hany   of    those    fields    havi 


produced    for 
good     SK     Of     l'^ 
throuqhl y     eiolt 


njtn&er    of    years    and    have    ren-ar table    ctjmulativo    production 

s  A  'j'-eat  deal  of  po'.ential  remaining  and  las  not  beer 
■  Bureau  of  land  t^anaqein-nl  has  re'_oqnijed  '.hai  tber. 
are  .jr  lOM'.  areas  of  I'Ctentia  1  wi  thin  !he  rnn fines  tjf  ti^e  st^dy  ar=a  rangim 
l-or\  '.hoso  thai  firf  classified  as'  fcnow  geologic  structures  down  to  those  wi'J 
no   01  1    anil   gas    patent  ul  . 

:  do  not  -ish  to  COnKjSt  any  of  their  classi  f  icaHons ,  Sul  only  would  mal(( 
[ho  ot'se'vation  Ticit  '  c»?rta  inl_,  would  urgg  that  ihe  Bureau  of  Land  "^anaqenen' 
be  cautious  in  issumn  any  kind  of  regulations  that  would  imoede  Oi  1  and  qa- 
develocment.  This  is  especially  true  in  those  areas  of  ligh  coienlial,  bu 
even  in  the  areas  of  lc*er  ootential .  The  reason  for  gi  ving  conside'-ati on  :> 
fe  low  potent  tal  is  thai  me  icpnce  of  geology,  geoonySKS .  and  enqmeprini 
has  de*floD'*'1  ovpr  thp  yrars  and  what  war,  tonsiiU'rc'd  as  low  potprniiil  i 
mn- productive    Oy    SOm>.'    many    years     aio    now    prrnlurps    nydro-'arPuns     in     significan 


^'■■,  onw   produi,  1 1  v<*  ^ 


fn,it.    an 
(?rhnology    imun 


i-nu. 


>^^*~^,.^'^ 


Donald    3.    Basko, 
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Response  to  Letter  101 

1.    Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments. 
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1 

1 
1 

5? 


Mr.    flick    Miltfr,    SPC 
Paqe   2 


Ue  Stronqljr  '.jooofl  ''>•  oropo*i"d  'nanaiP'ni'nt  of  Che  Shirtf/  HounCam  Ciif^.  fh« 
oroBi^'on  1*  tnl\  '.  f  [!■  ''f  ngyortuni  ty  oill  greatly  •■Djnd  iht;  t/oe^  a'  oooo''- 
tunities   j«4iUdI«  to  botn  residents   snrf  non-reiideni   recreit lomsts. 

We  ilso  suDBort  the  o^ovm'O"  o'  opoctunities  for  off-road  »ehlcle  (ORV)  u^e,  i 
se^went  of  tnp  recn-.iting  DuDlic  "nicfi  is  often  a^erlookefl.  However,  ne  do  Hjve 
soffle  concern?  with  the  orooosed  managefflent  of  these  lltes.  Sifltoly  ooening  tie 
arefl  to  ORV  use  does  "ot  resolve  the  problew.  It  rnerely  crefltes  new  ones.  Care- 
ful consideration  must  be  gwei  to  the  areas  management  and  the  coordination  and 
oUnning  of  poteoiUi  ORV  -jse.  Since  no  clear  mitlgiclon  efforts  are  outlined 
in    tn«  olafi,    the  coordination  and  planning  is  i  critical    eiement, 

Thpre  is  strong  evidence  in  a  variBty  of  Mterjture  to  suggest  that  the  OflV  jse 
will  crpate  ecological  riimago.  But  there  ii  no  discussion  of  this  oossiOility 
in  the  Dian.  If  damage  does  occur,  what  e'fects  will  it  have  on  adjacent  lands 
and  adjacent  landotmers?  Will  the  31.M  be  able  to  initigate  these  damages  given 
current  budget  ccr.cerns?  What  xill  the  long-range  effects  be  to  the  local  eco- 
sysieffl?      [s   this   the  optimum  area  to  allow  this   type  of   activity? 

3ather  than  junri)  into  such  a  program,  it  would  Seem  to  be  to  the  benefit  of  all 
concerned  Dart  '?s  to  careful  1  )i  outl  ine  a  total  oruqrim  q(  manaqefltent,  users, 
resources,  and  adjacent  landowners.  5uch  tn  -ffort  -ould  be  Di'oactive  and, 
hopefully,  orevfint  'uture  problens  frow  occurring,  instead  of  a  reactive  or 
band-aid  aooroach   to    the  management   of   a  difficult   situation. 

The  Wyoming  Recreation  Coinission  would  also  Hlie  to  have  Some  attention  paid  to 
the  qrooing  demand  for  snowtnoOile  trails  m  this  region  of  the  state.  We  i'V 
currently  woriiinq  with  the  U.S.  ^orest  Service  to  eipand  the  sno«*"obile  trail 
systew  near  Encamoment.  With  the  many  acres  of  3LM  land  adjacent  to  this  forest 
unit,  future  planning  should  involve  the  BLH  as  -ell.  although  ne  trf  only  no* 
bringing  this  to  your  attention,  tt  may  nierit  soine  discussion  in  the  final  olan- 
ning  document. 

The  agency  supports  the  ore'erred  alternative  for  historic  trail  resources,  ^he 
miliaatton  procedure  provided  should  be  adequate  manaqefnent  actions  and  see*  to 
be  directed  towards  orotection  and  oreservadon  of  the  historic  '■eSources,  4 
Ohilosophy  which  is  consistent  "ith  tnat  of  this  agency.  ^he  only  cowient  o- 
flignt  offer  in  tni-.  area  wOyld  be  i  reminder  that  the  Wyoming  aecreatian  Com- 
mission  is  to  he  consulted  nnen  negotiating  oith  private  landowners  regaroing 
Cultural  resources  .nonq  historic  trails,  is  dictated  m  the  agrewent  between 
the  Oeoartn*nt  of    Interior   tna  the  slate  of  Wyoming. 

For  the  Como  aiuff  area.  *e  would  prefer  that  the  BLM  choose  Alternative  8.  The 
objective  for  «nich  is  "to  manage  the  resources. . . m  a  manner  that  oreservcs 
historical!)'  significant  sites."  The  preferred  alternative  on  the  other  hand 
would  allow  for  management  of  the  area  for  mineral  develooment.  This  is  a  site 
with  potential    for   greater    levels   of   tourism  development,   and  the  nanigcflent  of 
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Qt  tWVOMINO 


Wyomi.'vo  Recreatiuk  Commission 


August   14,    1987 


1r.    aick   Mi  Her 
State  Planning  Coordinator 
Wyoming  State  Clearinghouse 
Herschler    Building 
Cheyenne,   Wyoming  82002 


■Dear  Mr. 


Her: 


IS 


The  Wyoming  Recreation  Contnission  has  received  the  Bureau  of  Land  lanaqement ' s 
Draft  Environmental  Imoact  Statement  for  the  .ledicing  3on-0ivide  Resource 
Management  Plan,  Thanli  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  input  into  this  revieu 
orocess. 

The  Resource  Manisgement  Plan  demonstrates  the  Bureau  of  Land  Managn^ifnt '  s  con- 
cern for  the  Di'ovision  of  recreation  services  and  opportunities  within  tne 
Medicine  8ow-0ivide  Resource  Area.  We  applaud  the  proposed  develoumfnc  of  ad- 
ditionjil  camogrounds  at  Shirley  Mountains,  Battle  Mountain,  and  Jelm  Mountain, 
as  well  as  the  boat  launch  and  oicnic  area  at  Prospect  Creeh .  Kowever,  thi«se 
developfflents  will  not  resolve  the  deficit  of  camoing  ooportuni ties  identified  in 
the  1335  State  Comprenen'Eive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  (SCORP).  Oata  provided  i" 
Table  49,  pages  5-28  thru  5-30  of  the  SCORP  snous  t  need  for  3.77?  campsites  'h 
Albany,  Carbon.  LAramie  and  Sweetwater  counties.  The  proposed  developments  of 
these  new  sites  will  help  to  meet  this  need  but  win  do  little  to  fii'y  addi-ess 
it.  Specifically  in  Laramie  County,  -mch  shows  a  need  for  \,S2i  i:imosites  and 
has   no  BLM  sites   proposed  near    its  borders. 

We  -ould  suggest  that  consideration  o«  given  tn  orovidini 
opportunities  in  the  Resource  Area  and  tnat  consideration 
the  fJine  Mile  Creek  and  Big  Creek  sites  for  recreation  may 
near    future. 

Additionally,  emphasis  must  be  placed  on  the  -nanagement  of  'ec' 
along  the  fiorth  Platte  River.  This  stretch  of  ri.ar  arov>des  i 
at  ion  opportunities  unavai ladle  in  other  areas  in  southeast =1 
proper  management  of  facilities  and  the  provision  of  access  m' 
dous  benefits  to  recreatiomsts  and  the  local  icom^y  as  -^ori 
become  aware  of    the  Quality  rjnge  of   ei>oe'''enc?s  availaole   in   '. 


■eat' 


tne  development 
!  loprop"- 


ati.in  resources 

npty    of     'ecro- 
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Mf.   Siclt  Miller,   SpC 

Page  3 

August   14.    1987 


the    site    for    mineral    develooment    could    restrict    us    ability   to    attract   more 


5|i    the    site    for    minera 
"    V  isitors   to   the   irei 


The  cDfltnents  provided  art  intended  to  Show  Che  perspective  of  the  wyommq  Recre- 
ation Comission  in  rogards  to  the  planned  nmage'^Bnt  of -me  Medicine  8ow.0>vide 
'esource  Area.  If  you  ha*e  any  questions  regarding  this  review,  please  feel 
free   to  contact   this  office. 

Sincerely. 

R.O.    "Ma*"  "aifield,    director 


By     Clifford  E.  MHiesell 
Deputy  Director 


CEM/JK:Ib 

bcc:      RDM/CEM/RF,    5S/PSSF,    PF 
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Responses  to  Letter  102 

1.  We  agree  that  the  proposed  recreation  developments  will 

not  totally  satisfy  the  need  for  campsites  in  southeast 
Wyoming.  We  have  assigned  priority  to  developments 
that  we  believe  are  most  needed  by  the  public.  The  prior- 
ities are^eflected  in  the  proposed  RMP.  Very  little  public 
land  lies  within  or  adjacent  to  Laramie  County,  and  there 
are  no  known  outstanding  recreation  attractions  on 
those  parcels  of  public  land  that  would  warrant  consid- 
eration for  some  type  of  recreation  development. 

The  Big  Creek  undeveloped  site  may  lend  itself  to  future 
recreation  developments,  but  at  this  time  there  is  no  pub- 
lic access  to  the  site  except  by  boat  from  the  North  Platte 
River.  Boaters  generally  need  few  facilities  other  than 
access  to  the  river  and  a  boat  launch  area.  The  Big  Creek 
site  has  been  identified  in  the  proposed  plan  as  an  area 
to  which  public  access  should  be  obtained.  Until  access 
is  granted  to  the  area,  there  is  no  need  to  propose  devel- 
opments there.  If  we  should  obtain  access,  we  would  cer- 
tainly consider  developing  the  site. 

The  Nine  Mile  Hill  site  is  attractive  in  part  because  of  its 
undeveloped  nature,  and  we  believe  it  should  remain 
undeveloped  for  now.  Please  keep  in  mind  that  nothing 
in  the  proposed  RMP  precludes  us  from  developing  more 
recreation  facilities  if  opportunities  present  themselves. 

2.  In  almost  all  of  the  planning  area,  the  ORV  designation 

would  be  "limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails."  We  are 
not  anticipating  a  significant  increase  in  ORV  use.  Con- 
sidering this,  we  think  there  would  be  minimal  damage 
to  other  resources  and  minimal  overall  effects  on  owners 
of  adjacent  property  throughout  the  planning  area.  If 
unforeseen  damage  should  occur,  we  have  the  mecha- 
nisms with  which  to  react  accordingly.  For  some  areas 
(for  example,  the  West  Seminoe  area,  the  Dune  Ponds, 
and  the  Encampment  River  Canyon),  potential  or  actual 
resource  damage  from  ORV  use  is  addressed  in  the  pro- 
posed RMP,  and  appropriate  designations  are  estab- 
lished. In  these  areas,  as  you  note,  proper  planning  and 
coordination  with  all  interested  parties  is  essential. 

3.  We  would  be  happy  to  discuss  extending  snowmobile 
trails  onto  BLM-administered  public  land  adjacent  to  the 
national  forests.  Please  include  us  in  any  future  discus- 
sions of  this  topic. 

4.  The  BLM  will  continue  to  consult  with  the  Wyoming  Rec- 

reation Commission  when  negotiating  «vilh  private  land- 
owners regarding  cultural  resources  along  historic  trails. 

5.  Mineral  resources  could  be  developed  in  the  Como  Bluff 

area  while  objectives  for  historic,  paleontological,  and 
natural  history  values  could  still  be  met.  The  protection 
requirements  in  the  proposed  RMP  (intensive  manage- 
ment of  surface  disturbance  near  exposures  of  the  Mor- 
rison Formation;  requirements  for  plans  of  operations) 
for  the  area  would  be  sufficient  to  accomplish  this,  and 
the  ACEC  designation  would  help  to  ensure  sustained 
management  attention  to  activities  in  the  area. 
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OF   WYOMING 


MIKE  lUlLIVAld 


^Same   anj  ^U^   ^efiaxifneni 


BILL  MORnie 


August    17,    1987 


EIS    2869 
USD  1/ BLM 

RowUnf    District   Office 
Medicine    Bow-Dividp    Retouri 
Kanageoent    Plan/Dealt   tllS 
Uilderne*!    Suppleaent 
Albany,    Carbot^,    Laraaif,    ai 
Sweetwater  Cauntie*. 


Hr.     Bichnrri    Baatin 

Dintri    t   Han-iaer 

USD1/BU1 

Rflwlina    District    nffice 

1300  Third    Street 

P.O.    Bon    670 

Rawlini,   vn     92301 

Dear   Mr.    Baatin; 

The  Medicine  Bow/Dividp  Reaource  HanaHeoent  Plan  ia  being  prepared  to 
provide  a  CMprfhenaive  framework  /or  Mnaging  lands  and  reaourcei  ia 
Albany.      Cafbon,      and     Uaranie     Countieo,      Wyoming.  The     uildUfe     reaourcei 

wichin  this  analvais  area  afe  varied  and  extenaive.  They  are  very  valuable 
to  local  couanuniciea.  the  State  of  Wyoming,  and  the  Nation.  The  wildlife 
reaourse  hao  been  a  major  eontribucing  tactor  to  the  State'*  economy. 
Huncera  ipent  over  15  ■iUioti  dollar*  in  1985  while  hunting  bi|horn  eheep, 
deer,  ellt,  and  antelope  within  the  deainnated  Resource  Areaa.  The  average 
economic  value  of  these  big  Raae  populaliooa  fro«  1981-198'!  waa 
S13.  IM  ,267.00  (App*ndix  U.  Thene  big  Rame  popi.lation*  ai-e  dependent  on 
BLM  land  to  varymK  degr^ee  (11  -  lOOI).  In  addition,  BLM  land  provides  a 
aignificnnt  proportion  cf  ieportant  and  crucial  habitat  for  aany  ai  these 
herds  (see  attached  imp.  Appendi*  I).  When  trapping,  ftshiog,  and  other 
foc»s  of  hunting,  along  with  non-conaumpt ive  wildlife  usea  are  included, 
this      reaourcE      becoues      very      important      to      the      people      o£      Wyoaing.  for 

instance,  small  and  upland  game  hunting  in  these  resource  areas  contributea 
an   additional    SI, i*!. 771    annually    Co   be    state's    econoay. 

Aa  planning  document! ,  it  is  our  opinion  the  RMP  and  DEIS  are  inade- 
quate. In  the  BLM's  Strategic  Plan  for  HvldUre  and  Fisheries,  6  levels  of 
plannioB  are  presented.  Theie  can  be  rcprcaeoted  by  a  series  of  queetiona 
includinsi 
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Mr.  Coacin 
Auguat  17,  1997 
Page  I 


Whei 


Z.  How    do    we    get    there! 

].  How    do   we    schedule    and    funi 

W.  iBpleaencBt ion 

5.  Did   we    arrive?      H 

6.  Plan    review    and    modificat 


done 


Che      goals      to     attai 


1^  The     first     question     eitablishes     Che     goals     to 

V  Manngenent      Plan      rivet      nddr  mies      U.^ie      fundmnent* 

fi  reMjlt,     we    contend    the    pUn     v«    ^^ebolou»    and     ineffective.       Coals    are    italed 

3  in    general     terma.       Conaeqiieni  1  y ,     there     is    no    way    to    measure    pfOgfess    toward 

jl  the    goals    of    a    specific    program. 

2  Uc  recommend  Che  BLH's  Strategic  Plan  for  ULldUfe  and  f  liberies  be 
S  incorporated      into     the     RMP     and     DEIS      tor      the     Medicine     B^.w/Divide     Resource 

1  Areas.  These  documents  should  reflect  pnoritief  established  by  the  agency 
£  at  the  national  level  for  wildlife  and  fisheries  resources.  The  Stratefic 
S  Plan    io    n    strong    ."Cacement    of     intent    by    the    BLM.        Integrated    resource   «ana- 

V  geaienc  ia  require  \  to  achieve  these  wi Idli  fc  objectives  aa  well  aa  other 
k  resource    objectives.        Hist  or  tea!  ly ,     the    BLM    has    been    oriented     towards    co»- 

3  moditv     outputs      (i.e.     coal.      oil.      gaa.     minerals,      graring,      tiaber)     and     has 

V  given'  little  eopha.is  to  fisheries,  wildlife,  or  recreation.  The  Medicine 
k  Bow/Divide    RMP    and    DEIS    perpetuate    this    manageoent    philosophy.       The    Rawlins 

2  District  of  the  BLM  ia  encouraged  to  adopt  the  agency's  own  Strategic  Plan 
^  for    Wildlife    and    Fieheriea    to    address    this    imbalance.       Programa   which   empha- 


Saiie     coBBiodity     ou-puto     eonolstencly     have     a     higher     priority,     and     resource 
_      conflicts    are    generally    resolved     in     favor    of     these    prograoa    at     the    e.pense 

5  -" 

■      wou 
2       the 


(   wildlife,    fii 

ould     correct     this     iabalnnce     and     place 
lo-iity   oriented    progratss. 


This    docomen 


lut     as     a    priority    "pecies    while 

have    been    almuat     t.''ally    diare 

laggs    Elk    Herd)    have    been    sacrif 


C,    S      toi-in,,     prot 


h.bUst    Doni- 
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eonicorint  ie  laid  co  b«  needed  before  any  addieiaasl  sllatBenE  evclu«eiane 
i:an  bv  aaii«=  Hovcvosr,  UicisEioQ  and  cospiitiaR  dacee  are  not  ttvnn.  PUnc 
tor  ainsrsi,  oil  cod  see  d*««;apeenc,  liveetoet  iraiinj,  end  Cinbnr  harvaace 
apptar  Co  h«M  ti««a  aade  with  littla  eonoidezaeion  foT  Ch«  «iUU(e  t.Ky 
will  difipldc*  or  Che  hebicac  ctieac  pro«raaa  «ill  «((«ct.  [t  app«are  e»ck 
prograa  (i.e.  (raaina,  tiaboc.  oincral  de»«lop««nt)  use  developed  indcpao- 
daBtly;  Ch«ii  «q  attcepx  waa  Md«  to  mU  chvai  together  into  a  uAifwd, 
eo-rdiootad  procran  for  rpeourca  de»»lopaienc.  it  ie  our  Lapreoaton  the  "L« 
prcousve  it  can  uincata  or  eahanee  uildlife  vhile  purauine  a  plan  to 
eniuncB  raaourcB  deveUpMfioc  Chat  will  displace  wildUf*  and/or  fldvefoely 
flftrcE  wildlife  habicac  io  both  Ch«  ehort  and  Lonj  ter«i.  Thu  DEIS  doeo  not 
ndp-uaceiy  recosaita  reaourco  caofUcta  in  the  propoo*d  plan,  and  dctelop- 
■ent  of  one  feaourco  uill  ofcan  be  at  ch«  «apanae  of  another.  Thia  plan  in 
aot  Lncegracad  rcaourcc  aaRogeacnc,  CuHulaCiva  lapacci  at  propoaed  raaouree 
devatopocnta  on  wildlife  and  uildlifi!  habitat  are  not  aaavaacd,  fiat  can  t'  e; 
be  BoniCored  aeanintfull)'  in  cho  propoaad  plan.  tn  fact,  Ch«  imp  and  DMS 
do  aot  include  a  Bonitorine  proaraai  to  svaluacc  coapliencv  and  •eaaure 
pronriDO    tovarda    resolucien   of    reaourca   conflLeca. 


Th«  tone  of  chia  plan  ie  i 
trie  conpariaop  of  eltemati 
nanaieacnc,  Cha  ob jretlve  ia  t 
«a'  r  to  dev4lop  and  aaiacaio 
ian«  need  for  eoordinacioa  ia 
prograflfi   ara   diecuanad.      Qoaa 


aeeneially  aaci^wildtife.  ac  m  csanple,  in 
'CD  under  WildUf*  Habitat  and  Fiiheriea 
3  "coordinate  with  all  other  uaes  of  land  or 
wildlife  and  fiah  babicat."  Uc  notica  i..it 
aot  propoaed  when  other  reaotiree  ■anag««enc 
:hia    iaplf    chat    other    reeourcea    h«¥«   a   hinr.^r 


inoricy,    aod   ther«for«.    the   flL«  can   juacify   aiogle    purpo«e   aanancBont? 
'lidlife     raeouvces     only     to     be     nanasad     within     the     conetrainta     of     i 


1 


The  preferred  alternacive  recawpanda 
increoae  in  gracing,  and  an  inercaae  in  ni 
putt  are  to  rcaain  at  eurrenc  (19B6)  lave 
Fiah  QeparcwnE  (UCFO)  hae,  with  public 
led    HcnuscoaDE    abjac 


a  incrcaoe  in  ciabor  harveac,  m 
srala  deveiop*cnt.  Uildlife  out- 
).  aouevar,  the  u^aaine  Case  «nd 
iGSf injD  and  BLH  parcic ipattora. 
a£    big    Baa«    herd    units 


ar*.  in  1987  (AppeadiK  8).  The  MP  and  OEIS  do  not  include  tho  i  _ 
the  tJCFO  SCfge«|ic  Plan  fof  bif  gaaa.  The  flW  aeCoed  to  thoa*  changcp.  tnf 
o(  which  tail  for  inereeace  in  bij  |aM«  populstiona,  harvflae,  hunter  m.*- 
bera,  and  recreation  iiaju„  Can  Che  propoaed  RMF  and  DEIS  accomodace  thcac 
aa«  popuUtioa  and  Maascaenc  objeccivea  developed  tn  toAeuUation  with  the 
BU1T  Dewindf  for  wildlife  and  reereacional  mbc  of  public  tanda  ere  «rot>ing 
in    -roflini.      W«   do   not    believe    th«    BLH   haa   developed   an    ince|r«c«4   reooitree 
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xanageBcnc    plan    which    truly    •■bracca    auttiple    use    sansqeoeflt .       Conoidering 
propoicd    incrcaaeo    in    other    reaource   uaee    that    evphaaice   coaaodicy    outpuci 
we  beliavt  wiUliCc  and  witdlifa  habicaC  will   be  dininiBhsd  under  thte   plan. 

Ve  coanend  the  BLH  Cor  id  cfforta  Co  conaoUdate  such  e  greae  deal  of 
inforaation.  However,  we  newer  had  the  opportunity  to  review  cuch  of  chii 
iqforaacion  prior  to  publication  of  these  docusence.  Wo  have  reviewed  che 
propoaed  irasinB  and  ciaber  prograas  Lie  ted  in  Append icca  b~7 .  The  Wf  and 
DEIS  io  not  contain  much  inforiucion  an  exitcing  AllotBonc  nana^caenc  Ptano, 
Tereac  Managaaenc  Plane  (tlk  nouncatn,  PoreaC  Pringe,  or  Shirley  Houncain 
FHPi )  or  Habitat  Manageiient  Plana  (Eneaapeienc  iliver,  Peanock  Mountain,  o- 
Shirl-'y  Houncain  HHPa).  preautaably,  the  W?  and  OEIS  aupertedc  these  other 
plana,  which  then  euoc  tii>  eodified  to  coaply  with  chs  RHP.  [f  theee 
Slice  in^  allocaenc  nanageacnt  plans,  for  eat  9«na|tea«nt  pteao,  and  habitats 
oanai;  nent  plana  arc  integral  parts  of  the  overall  MP,  why  are  chey  not 
reviewed  in  the  UtPI  Ue  luggeot  theac  piano,  which  set  priorities  end  drive 
raeourcc  Banageaent  acciona  in  specific  areae,  ihould  be  ineluded  in  th«  nplP 
in  enough  detail  cd  dcter«in<p  if  chey  are  coapatible  uith  and/or  can  b<° 
integTBted  into  Che  RHP.  The  es latins  AMPs  and  FMPi  have  been  dcvelopco 
with  -icclc  public  input.  So«e  aechanieB  aust  bo  included  in  the  RHP  and 
DEIS   to   reviav   chean   "coaipDnenr"   piano. 

The  larsa  eaounc  oC  inforHAtion  In  Ctia  plan  is  difficult  to  anclysc.  It 
is  ali^aei  iapoaaibia  to  traeli  iapacta  frcm  one  reeourcq  coaponent  or  onocSeir 
(i.e.  'ffecce  oS  ciabop  aaaa^eusnc  on  oildllfa  or  vice  "ereo)  becauc«  there 
are  no  gosle  or  objeccivea  for  aoen  reaourcc  prograaa.  Other  eocls  an<> 
objactivao,  SC  laaec  far  cwrtcin  piocno  of  L«ad,  arv  included  in  other  docu*-- 
ccinca  th«c  ere  only  briefly  eoncloned.  Thia  WP  dove  not  inteterote  thee? 
nanageaent  plana  into  an  overall  echeao.  Analye ta  ai  Eho  interaction  ol 
variaua  reaource  procrano  (snvironBontal  conecqueneaal  and  cha  cceLiltins  aic, 
of  ou'  puts  for  varioua  alternat iveo  la  coapraoiaed  by  chle  lacb  of  toor- 
dinat  tan   between   resource    prograae. 

The  faUovinn;  critique  of  the  RMP  doeo  not  contain  coaaancs  on  the  Co«t 
Appcndii  which  waa  being  revised  when  the  KHP/DEIS  was  feUaacd.  Uo  are 
reviewing  chia  revision  and  will  provide  separate  cocaents  on  Ch«  Ca«l 
Appenuiz    in   the   near    future. 
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SPECIFIC    C0nHC!lT5 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


Pane    16.    Coi 
ancelope^Ecn 


is  aataed  but  not  Addreaaed  -  The  docuaartC  doee  aot  addreae 
conflicts;  ic  itaCes  that  deaign  at  new  fencea  uiU  be 
caae-by-caae    baais.       The    W?    da«a    aot    sddrcac    concerao    over 

on  9LM  lands  which  ao  not  "eet  apec if icac iona  for  big  gave 
and  npRatiwoIr  effect  big  jtaae  populationa,  Within  a  ■ultiple-uoe  reaource 
DcnogcHent      plan,       objective*      and      action*      should      be      proposed      Co      raaedy 


Whilp     "target'"     can    be     a     synonya     fof    "objeeCive",     Che    tera    "objei 
■ore    appropriate    tor    wildlif*    popuiacion    tisurcs. 


iapl icaticn  ia  that  cr jc  la 
ipregaion.  Thia  aay  nut  «1» 
i t at  B    CUV    be    isprowed    by    bur' 

tm  lij  *''^"'  2S  Cricieal  Env 
habitat)  for  wild'tiCa  iho'jiJ.r'b^ 
with  Che  list  on  page  19  snd  b 
receive  protection  under  ACEC 
land  Chat  contain  overtappiog  i 
iocluding  Bule  deer,  elb,  biar 
overlapping  crucial  habitats  > 
(aec    Apppndiceo    2    and    }    of    th?«i 

Uc  tocomend  the  <up  and  list  of  crucial  bnbicacs  and  arcaa  of  aulciple  spe- 
eieo  overlap  in  Appcndicp>  I  and  3  acconpanymg  chcae  coe«cnts  be  used  •«  a 
guide  (op  local  ins  lensiciv-  wildlife  babicats  wichin  Che  Medicine 
Sow/Oivide  Heoource  arcaa.  Theoo  eitreaely  valuable  parcels  should  receive 
the  prioncy  trcatmenCs  outlined  in  che  aoMients  that  follow,  this  aap  la 
based  on  herd  unit  overUye  revised  in  March  and  April,  1987.  The  reviaed 
overlays  are  still  beinu  droftcd,  but  the  aap  in  Appendiii  2  is  correct.  BUI 
eapD  should  be  updated  4*  «aon  se  poaaible.  Thia  revision  will  Eigaifi~ 
cantly  change  oroaa  ol  cruc^l  habitat  in  the  Platte  Valley  and  che  Uareai* 
Rnnnc, 


al    ahould   be   "crucial". 


abitaca    should    b«    protected    by    full     fire 
he    che    beat    policy    because    goa*    crucial 


■onaencat  Concern  (aCECs)  -  Other  iaportanc 
considered  fi^r  ACRC  deiiinacion.  We  concur 
lifV'    that    all    ol     -)  ''tioaed    arcaa    ihould 

riterio.        The     B),M  .^ra     ooae    parcel  a     of 

ucisl  ranges  for  several  big  gaaa  spaciaa, 
rn  snpi;p  «nd/or  antelope.  These  areae  of 
□uld     havt     ipecial     oanagcaent    conaider ation 


Pagg     22^    Off- road    Vehicle    Manageaent    -    Ue    soneui 
id-road    vehicle    aaiiaieitent . 


with    Che    BUi'i 


olicy    . 
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Page   b 


Slli*    H±    Ch_a_£t?r    t^   I."A'^    'j.    *."_»"2    °(    Cf'ticai    gnv  i  ronia^ntal    Concern      -    All 
areao     oC     nulciple    cruiiial     habitat     overlap     (see    nap,     Appendix    2)     ihould    be 
K      given      Che     AC  EC     deiiinacion.  Thp      ispuircance     of      theie     are  so     csn     not     3e 

W  overstated,  and  cn*y  should  ir  afforded  coaplete  proceccinn  froa  any  decri- 
^  eental  discurbnncea.  Soae  ol  chFie  laae  areas  ihould  be  "ithdrswn  Eroa  con- 
V     sideration    for    aining    becauae    ol    their    high    value    for   wildlife    tiabicat.      In 


lost  easeo,  nininjt  wuu  Id  remanent  ly  destroy  th^ir  wildlife  value  o 
in  long- tern  habicac  degradation  rciuiring  eicenaive  and  lengthy 
:ion   which   has   yet    to   be    suecassfully   deaonacrated    in   Wyoatnf, 


i     S|  -     Durinn     le  j  i  b»ra(  i  on*     beiw^-n    tins    Urpartnrni     ind     i  he     II. M,     Hoclty    rtouncain 

■  Eneriiy.    «nd    the    national    Uildlife    Federscion,    ve    reiueated    Chat    che    ftorchero 

|2  portion     of      this      winter      ran^e      £ro«     AC  lent  ic      Ria     south      to     Cow     Creelt     be 

S  deaignaied    a^    an    ACF.C,       This    w^i    one     -f    [he    nitiKalicn    Denaucee    discuased    in 
the    spring    of     l«fl7    -hen     t^e    Atlanlic    «La    C.^al    Tract    was    heing    debated.       We 

K  thought     Che     B'.M    was     in     aic<-e>3ent     vich     thi*     JesignaCion     aa     well     as     other 

3  Bicigintion    oeaaures 

S  Evidently,     this    and 


iFy     to    ofi    -t     the 


e lained   have   I 


Sainnf-i.        It     vna     also    igreo'^    aC     rhoae    aectinKv    that    Atuntic    Ria    would    not 
be     decUred     suttnblc     for     ainini    at     thii     1 1»    as     thq    conpany     propooinq    to 
%      sine     the    conl     doeo    not    want     to    purm*    aining    nou ,        Hon«    of    the    niClgetion 

I 


acreed    Npon    al     Cho«e    seettnito    have    aurfaced    in    I 
e.    Chose    niCigAcion    neasurce    are    included   vith    thi 


tcuaenc.      For 


rn     for    energy    develnpavnt     ivpae te    to    Che    DaiKS 


5 

12S 


SElti    herd    shewn     in     ihia    'l.-i.  i. ---n!  .       N>i  t  h>r     Eh'    1  or  ta    'il    I'xnrern    notr    Che    lose 
al     vlV    hohktA'     ID    ai-crpi«t>Ip.        Hi.rp    wor^     is    npvilv.t    in    i.'r  •■ni  e    a    d«'*clopsent 


II    be    forced    i 


S      ^5i    111    ^CEC^    Baptor    Cm 


Tipon    ui  Id  1  i  fe    obje* 


SManoseai-nt      Plan      ( Appenilia    2 1      should     be     "red      flagged"     or     given     an      ACEC 
decinnct inn.       The«»     laportan;     habita'*    are    not    given    adequate    protection    by 


■       realrictiona    put 
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,4    rt    ■  The    doru«nC    indic.»«    one    cbj.ctiv.    of    r.pC»r    «n«8.«nt     i.     to      »..o«    .u. 

135  dev«l.p«nc     .£    =«1     "d     oil     -nd     g..".        Thio     i.    ..t     «    "ptor    ""»>i««"^ 

S  obiective       ic     it    >    .iner.l    dBvelopwct    objective.        R-Cher.     the    objecti-^t 

1  .houJd     be     CO     protect     .en.itive     r-ptor.     in     th..e     .re.,     fro-    dctri«nt«l 

K  eff'cto  of  developing  co.l,    oil   »ad  g«.. 


Ue  jfc  dla.ppointed 
£«d-rMlly  protected. 
be  included  in  Chi. 
difficult    to    prote 


•nd   g«.   and  co.l    produ. 
^     Pa.gJ    3?.    ACEC    DetiRoat: 


:o    lec    Ch.t    Chi 
We    reco^end 

de«iga.E.ioD. 
.oport.nt    r.pt 


ill 


for   Che    ..■«   geographic 

the  Sand  HiUa  -  We  .re 
nation,  bi 
ivc    area. 


1  4   1  inporcnt    winter    range    included    in    ch 

fi  oil    .nd    B«i    .ctivitT    in    chi«    extrenely 

S  £fo«  one  well    .Ire.dr   drilled    in    che    .outh    .ide  of    t 

1  iodicBCe.    recl.a.tion    1.    not    po««ible    In    the    i.ndy 

It  reconnend   the   .rea  have   oo  oil    and   gaa    acCiwity. 


pleaaed    Co    lee     thii 

t    cannot    concur    vich 

BeclauCion    .uccca. 


15 


S    fg'-"  39-Al.     F^ 


"'"*'' 


nt     -     The     pr.f.rred     .Icern.ti' 


^^^flonu.l     ci«b*r    h.rve.t     by    3001     (16. 5 


Sincrcoine    flonu.i     ci«o*r    n.rve.t     "j    jwv-     i.».,    
eurr.ot    l.v.K    ^"'^"g    th.    o.«t    i    ?.."•       "•    qu.ition    vh.r.    .nj    tow    il... 
S    c„tti«,    will    t.k.    PUC      Th.r,    .r.    p=t.»ti.Ur    ..r,    8r...    coa..,u.n„,    to 
I    .„..    wildlU.     popul.tlo«.     i!     thi.     h.rv...     i.    .1".J     for    -r...    .1>H     ...h 
8    .ildlif.    coofllcc.       Thi.    lev.l    of    h.r«.t    (20    .ilUoO    bo.rd     £..t    o«"    ■ 


I 


10-y««r    P.VUJ)    .hoold    includt    •    10-r..r    ti.b.r   ..l.    pl.nl. id 
revLv.f.    CO   .v.lu.c.    i.p.".    oo   .tldlif..      ».    b.Uev,    it    ■•^JO'-I 
v-ry    difficult    to    incre.ac    tinbcr    harveai 


.    — .    _    v-ry    difficult    to    incre.ac    CiMOcr    na 

I   O    2     ^or  wildlife.      There   ha.    been  no  anal' 
H    pop'ulacioo..      Preauaably,    c   .igoific.i 


a   of  anticipated    iapact.    to  wilrl'ife 
.nt   .Mount    of    tiaber   herveoC    proponed 
froa   the   Shirley  Mouat.io.  where   i 


pine   beetle   epideaie 
,   Mout 

elk      h.bic*C 


popul 
4    -•    E    kitli^B   «ny  """daeVoTe'.nd    linib«;    pine.       The    Shirley   Mountain.,    chen 
I     / -    ■     „{.,..)»      .nalvBin      area        currently      provide      elk      h.bid 
'    '     I    :5r;:,.r°60r«,r.g.    ■«i."..orib.d%  th»..^^  .^    (1«9)    ..    opti..l    .lie 


r.l.c.d  ro.d   .y.t...   propoi.d   for   th<  Shirlsy  Mouot«in.. 
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1Q    «     pBjjc    ^    Land.    Program- 
y    k     that    all    public    l.nde -     ^r--      ,       .    ^  ^         i    .    ,„    ,». trier    the 

■■  believe  there  -re  vildUf.  habitat,  of  high  enou(h  7,^"',  "  "'"'V-el  ) 
lo-«tion  of  thece  .y.te-a  (i.e.  cruci.l  r.nge.  .nd  wetland/tip-n-n  «-=..) 
or    reqlirr.itigacion    to    replace     lo.t    or    d.jrad.d    habitat,     .nd    reco-.nd 


Q     S     be  iud« 


ig  chii   .tateneac  to  Ch.t  effect. 

,     ,  .„..   Pr..r„r-L.ndovner.hip  Adiuafenf   -  Land   diepo».U    -hould   noi 


i.tigating    the    £olloning: 


^     1.  Opportunitiee     to    enpnnd     h.blEat     areas 

■  ,  t)CTi«rCB«nt. 

5     1,  Pot.nti.l    l0B8   of  «ce«6    to  other   public    Undo. 

3     3.  Convcra 

S  loae  of 


ged     by     the     G.) 


of  crucial  uildlife   h.bii 
i.geBcnc    opportunitiee. 


Sk.      L.nd    tr.d«o    that    l«ptO' 
public    o>merohip. 

2-1    ^     Page    ^^    y 
I    k     Qpportunitii 
9     Ac 


othar   owncrnhip  and   ouhee  lueo' 
veluablB    Hildlife    habiEBt    inE 


BL« 


ill 


SAccc*.    ia    perhaps    the  i 
«seocie«     in     Wyoiaing. 
m     lQ.te«d   of   offering  lol 


'    uinCain    leg.l 
thi     MIP     appc.ri 


facing    public    lend   MnageMnC 
:o     avoid     the     entire     problea. 


it    beco»eo    part   of   the    problea. 


2   0     S     PK&J    !ilx   k*"ii   Prograoi-MUhdra 
^    m     h.bitlT'overlap    ahould    be    witi 
2    nent.      AH    of    the.e    area,    are 


hdr.wn    fro« 
tal    to    t> 
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«    ^    ^  there    d^pendi!    on    -«.nl«iniog    the    inteKrity    ot     chete    cruci.i    are...       r^->^..^. 

22    S  develop-enc     -hich     precUde.     reaching        w.ldUfe     objective     .0     the..     .iCe. 

S  «Ould    be     una.c.ptoble    to    C ^e    WCfD.        In    addition,     we    would     Uke    to    .ee    all 

S  State-owned    or   wrn-ged   wildlife    h-bitaC    unici    within    the    re.ource   unageaenC 

S  area    (i    e      Lar.«ie    Pc.h.    Wick.    Svbille.    Pennock    Mountain,    and   Morgan   Creek) 

^  withdrawn'  froe    eOi^riy    related    «plor.rion    or    devdopaent .        Th. 

k  not    optraeed    for    muUiple    »< 


s 


h.bicac    and    i 


Energy    developaenc    i 

r^.^ ,     --     "    fpto—end    theae    t 

■     5b)    of   propoeed  withdrawal.. 

k     G  r  i 1 1 "i    HHnag'wen t 


aa    .re 

po.e    is    to    protfide  wi.ldlLfe 

lete    .res.    i.    not    coap.tible 

be    added    to    the    liac    (page 


2   0     ^     Hit     !^     Live. I 
W     ^     grsting    on    the 


sggot    Rock' 


but    feel 
liaced 


jneur     with     eli-ioation     of 
lin    other    valuable    wildlife 


S"  habitat  -reaa,  iocUding  tho.e  li.ced  on  map.  59-60  on  page.  247-249 
(Enca«p«nc  Biver  Canyon.  B.ggot  Hoc:k..  Beooftt  Peak.  Pro. 
Miracle  HiU)  -arrant  the  .li«in.Cion  of  gracing.  The 
^  crucial  habitat.  (Appendicr.  2  and  3)  indicate.  OCh^r 
3  option  should  aloQ  be  evaluated.  Area,  with  lenoui  ha 
^  wildlife/liveotock  contU^ti  ahould  br  c.relully  evnluai 
k  ahitting  of  livcatoch  graiing  to  other  are. a  where  .ever 
2     oot    e.i.t. 


flapping 

lea.     and 
po..ibU 


wildlife  habita 


2JB     m  under     the     preferred     eltemacive,     the     BLM     propoae.     Co     increa.e     liveatock 

'f    fi  ira^ng     by     25. 476     AUMc .         The     pfiwry     objective     la      "Co     enhance     Live.tocK 

S  gr.riog  while   ^int.ining   a  balance    between   economic    development    and   -anage- 

1  .enc    to   enhance   waterihed   -nd    riparian  habitat."     This    objective    ignore,    the 

K  Mny     eii.tina    wildl i fc-live.cock    conflict,     and     Eailo 

3  fundaweoc.l    •anaaepent   concept  -   thaC   ia,    ringe    la    .lai 

2e      ■  A    ^ery    gnall    reduction    in    AlWe    la    propoaed 

S  taioing      eKiatina      big      gane      pi 

■  conaidering    the    coodit 

1^  along      Highway      789.      wf 

l.naging     for     incre.aed     li 


S     along     Highway     789.     which 
H.naging     for     incre.i 
A     thi.    area. 


>w    acre.,    while    the    direc- 

e»cock    graring    while    Min- 

Ue     don'C     chink     thi a     it     poa.ible 

f     Che     other    winter     range.,     eapeciaUy 

r     range     for     both     deer     and     ancelope. 

c    will     only    conplicace    eoapecition    in 


In    many    wayn .     r.ngi 

DEIS     oepar.te     the.e     two    uie.  of     the 

■ucu.lly    exclu.ivc   c.cegorie..  The    BLM    giv 

and    BiniaiieD     ite     effort*     to  Mincain    or 


nag.>>ent    ia    wildlife    habitat    Mnage-enc.       The    RMP    and 
re.ource     inCo     leparace,     alaoac 


:y    to    live.tock    graxini 
ildlife    habitat     if    Ch< 
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habiCoC      ««nog*BenC      proH 

qgeacion    needing    an    an.wec     la    why   «i 

reiource    wildlife,    but    not    the    priv; 


11      iapinge      on      the      graiing      progra*.  The 

iy  «ulcipl«   yae  »iinageBe:ir    iapacca    Che    public 


mly    67    . 


e    46      RiDarian   Areaa    -    Under    the    preferred    .Uerna 

^  iT^rwT^^TTbe    withdrawn     fro-    grating    and    [,b'>S    acre,    would    ,, 

.prove    riparian    habita..       I"   the   and  Mc»C, 

„nar..n -^      — -      productive      h.biC.t      for      wildUfe.      .nd      it 

di?eccly    .ffect.    w-cer    quality    and    fi.heriea.       It    i.    aUo    the   -o.t    produc- 
gr..  l.nd     and     the    -o.t     ov-rgr.aed     and     degraded    v.getaC  ion    type    on 

11. B     Hi-t      f.  u-«-.r,=         rorr^ftinn    overaraiinE    ia    difficult, 

Beocnc    inWyoBing.       i,orreccing    ovcis'aj-iiiR 

d    all     other    alternacive.    repre- 

iaiue    ihould   be 

h    greater    re.olve.      All    riparian    ar^--    u„    BUI    land,    .hould 

i     evalu.Ced.        Riparian    hflbiCac     in    pi>or    or    fair    condition 

Che.e      probleaa.  A     tiae     ichedule      £or     the 

Id    be     developed.        Coals    and    objective.,     a. 

hould     be     deve- 


riparion    hai 

included    in    gr.iing    ayai 


l.nda    under    SLM   i 


2£*    K      but    ea.ential.       The    preferred    alternaCive    and 
O    S      „nc    only    token    effort,    to    correct    e.i.ting    pr 

c  oaplct 


Sflhould     be     aanaged      t 
coopletion    of    thio    p      .  ,  . 

m     well     B.     .tandardis     and     guideline,     tor    achiev.nR    objective. 
3      loped.       A   -eaningtul    .onicorinj    progra-    to   rvaluate    progrt.i 


progri 


of 


i.ge- 


chould  also  b<  developed 


ng.      The    inci 

fiicinj     live. cock 

E    veget.- 


fy 


1      »ould    be    avail. ble    for    gr.iino-      Thie    c..u-pi 

i      forage     production    on     .o.e    -llot-enta     i.     needed     to    ». 

K      and    -tldUte    dcanda    aa    -ell    a«    to    i»pro«e    the    healt 

S      'ion.      on    area,    with   w. Id  1 . f e-live.cock    conflicCa.     increa.ing    forage    prod. 

tion      for       live. cock      and       Lncrea.ing      the      alloCCed      AUM, 

wildlife-liv 

under     Alternative     B.     only     101    of     C 

available     for     increa.ed     liveil       ' 

grating     land    and    wildlife    hab 

,Uy    in    the    -I"    c.cego.y    '}-^-—  ,_     ■.-..,„   .,,.,,    ,,    .,,„„    ^^dlif. 

iog    an. 


nd    lead    Co    further    degradation    of    rangeUnda. 
creaied     forage    produccion    would    be 
The     BLM    .hould    co«niC    to    improving 
,nd    meeting    the    need,    of    wildUfe.     eape- 
ROiy    allotaenct-       We    h.ve     indicated    nu""-«    rh.n.ea 
ition    (primarily    froa    "C"    co    "1")    to    *d 
habit. c    need..        We    pre.ume    the    BLM    will     .ddre.a    boCh    1  ive.to- 
wildlife    h.bitat    problema    in    "I"   cacegory    allocnenca. 
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AICGrnscivo  B 
warorshad,  anil 
uBagvciiac   ccci 


»ouM      €iliiquac«t.r     addrvsD      Che      «bovs      coDcarofl      Cwtidtif«, 
'iparias}.      W«    atrongly    rccaanvod    cha    SLH   Mioi>C    Ehs   propoa«tt 


28 


cion  of  UU  >iUe  of  f<Tt 
69,d06  Bcr«o  af  vcsctacion  Co  laprr 
allocBcnte.  uiUUfi  hebicsc  uadauQt 
of  theoa  projecO.  Appendix  6  liai 
propoacd  and  indic«C«D  uhsfe  iiher« 
er-i£li,ccs  wicti  Chaaa  ■anaBSBViiC  «cti( 
ct)«c    is    dacriaentji    to   vildlift   and   i 


at 


U». 


imit 


"1" 


U'pcd   ca  aasiria 
bU 


:hc   etCecti   of   lucti   pr 


diy  vill  &«  advcrsclf  effpcied  by  r^ny 
I  Che  sUoca>nEe  vh«rc  cr«acncnts  ere 
fire  e*iacins  "^  poccneial  wildlifa 
!••  Wa  canooC  concuf  wich  tny  project 
lU    b«    forctd    Co   oppoac   any   E.A.    d*vc* 


BpecUi. 


Bio    BC    ctila    Leue 

Th«!  SLn  ahould  prepare  an  E.A.  on  Ll.i-n 
at  b«  the  lols  decioioa  docuaenct  fo 
Ea  thouLd  b«  reevaluated,  aodllied,  □ 
isnca   bq t h  wildlife   habitat   and   grastng 

iccria   ij  vhieh    Chcae   projecci    ar«   r^a' 


29 

30 
31 


of  [ilanninj  [RMP).  Thia  conctrne  n 
a.  nt  of  public  landa  for  Boa«  cia#. 
p[.  iects:  the  US  and  AnP  chould 
cheac  project*.  DciriBcnral  proj' 
uiLhdrs«n.  There  ia  poCeneial  to  i 
Both  oi  theac  adjectivea  ahouid  be 
luatcd ;    daaigned,    and   approved. 

Pane  SO,  iiin^rala  Han<je«nt  -  The  aicuaeign  regarding  Atlaocic  Rls  and 
Nnrtheaat     Cov     Creek     haa     eiread^     been     diaeuaaad.  Standard     si ti gal  ion 

•caBuras  are  not  adequate  Car  theea  tvo  locationa.  The  Bu(itB*CtaA  chf  wc 
lower  our  population  objectivca  lot  cheae  herds  to  offset  Che  ispsctB  (ron 
checa   developaenta    Is    contrAr;    to   •itL|«tioa   ■eaourea    agreed    to    in   ■ectinsa 


Id    in    the    iprine    at    14BT.       It   wae    aireed    at    the    sbova-aeat toned 
hac    liveaCock  ueQ  vould   be    lover    in   the   Adaacic   Ris  and  Cov  Craeli   «reaD 
effl«t    mo   loaa   of   uildliCe   habitaC    froc   the   AClaoeic   Sia   Uaee. 


'»a 


Pi^  IL,  £ii  i2*  £*£  "  ^*"  currant  statue  of  the  propoe«<i  Sovapp  Oil  i'l  ie 
not  diaeuaaed  an^hcrv  in  thia  daeuaanE.  We  have  aUeadp  gone  on  record  ae 
beiof  apposed  to  this  aceiviCy  uncil  luitabie  «iciR«tian  ic  asrevd  upon.  Ta 
□ur  UaoNledgc,  the  BLH  haa  not  addreaeed  the  cancerno  at  tho  U.S„  Ffcoh  and 
UildUfc   Sarvica   9v«r   pgeencie).    iapacte   to  vincerine   b«id   cagilaa. 


?nre  56j_  MineraU  Kaa«ne«ent-Hi thdraua  1  a  -  There  are 
with  high  tiabicac  values  chat  ahould  b«  conaidered  Eor 
h«a    recQ^ndad   onLr    recreation    aicea    for    thia    purpaa«. 


Mtif    wildlife    Rfeno 
ithdrsval.     Th-    3LM 
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31  S 

32S 

I 

333 

I 


tiooal  areas  (or  withdrawal  baaed  upon  .rsaa  of  hiah  -ildUfa  value  iden- 
Cititd   by    Che   ycrn  HiidUfe   Land   Uae  NanajOMnc   Plan    (Appendicea    I  and   31. 

Pi  c  58  Recreation  Sitea  -  The  BLH  propoaca  Co  develop  recreation  *it«o  at 
?r*ip;^  Creek  Shirley  Mountain,  Battla  Mountain,  and  Jala  fountain.  We 
don't  baliavs  it  ia  ap(rropri«e«  to  develop  recreation  Dices  in  i.portanc 
parCufitioB   sr.ae   or   -inter    ranj.    for   bi|   im.      The    !LN   doea   Qot   gue      -«ai 

d.acriptiona  of  the  «itaa,  .o  it  i.  difficult  to  determine  theif  ««ct  loca- 
tion, ContUcta  -ich  wildlife  could  occur  at  ail  proposed  iiceo.  The  Jfla 
Houatain  .ite  could  be  a  aajor  problee  unleaa  it  i.  open  only  (.'oh  «ay  n  to 
»ove»ber  15  and  only  a  Eev  acrce  of  habitat  .re  di.turbed  by  Uo  dev»iop- 
Mfit.  -Je  prefer  the  iite  not  ba  built,  and  auggeet  oclection  af  mtee  ^ith 
no    •uch   evident   probte^e. 

? aja   SSj.  Wildlife   Habitat    and    Flahe 


t   Wanateaent    Objei 


■   Th«   WP   ■ 


te.'o^objective  for  -ildUfe/ f  iaheriea  i.  '°  "'"■'*^"<"  "j'\''^"  """"  "^ 
Und  or  -acer.  Other  objectivea  are  to  pro»fide  good  wildUEc  habitat  -.th.n 
th-  conatraint.  of  «..lt  iple~u.e  Mnaje«nt  and  to  allow  (or  develop-ent  of 
coul.  oil  and  saa.  «o  E«l  U  La  inappropriate  to  place  theae  <i«-U(..tb 
on  wiidlife  and  fiahtfneo  «Bnose»ent  abjcccivea.  thie  vo  the  baaic  cone  ot 
en.  docu-wne.  thoujl.  wildlife  and  fiahcrieo  «iU  e«iat  vhere  they  can  atter 
coa-odity  production  la  «>ri.is.d.  Th«  wildlife  h.bitfit  and  fieberi«e  ~n.- 
grMdC  objectivea  oecCioia  ahouid  be  "pro-ectttfe  .  lOt  vie««d 
oit   other    raoource    dcvslopMnt    activitiao.       In    thia    (Gctioo,     ,. 

chat    vildlife    and     fioherico    hobicac    «ano8«*ooe    heifo    lo«ier    prioritit-    

oths.:      protrao-.  In      tact.      ths     -iSdlife      and      fiaherieo      P"Br«-=      «. 

coorcriiiB«d    by     Ch«s<f     reaourcB     develop«ne     proffaM.        Thio     MP    doao    not 
rapreoent   a   baUncod  oult ipia-uoe   Banae««»«>e   progrfiai. 


conotroinc 
I    apporenC 


and    Fieh«rii 


;ot-Actiono 


.    Uo 


labeled 


pBBC   67      Mtldlifg   Habita-    -—   l^jll.-.l^^^  

7^.^^^   ^   develop    HMP.    aa    indicated    in    the    RHP.       Thee. 

the    need     for    ACECa    noted     above.        Habitat    aana»e«"t    plai 

,11     Bultipla     tpeciee     crucial      overlap     »reaa      ihosm     on 

Appendix   2.      The.e    are.a    have    been   determined    to   b.    the    «,-t    ..porte«t    : ru- 

ci.l    are.a    -ithin    the     re.ourc.    aanage.ent    area.        Becauae    "^    ^t,eir         por^ 

tan«.     the    habitat    quality    of    these    .reaa    .ho„ld    be    aonitorad    cloaelr    .nd 

habit*c    i«provea«nt«   ««de    if   neeeocary. 


The   an? 


itatea  levarcl  habitat  inpro 
of  iBportanc  wildlife  habitats 
}t    acres  Co  be  treated  annual! 


will     Cako    pli 
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gad    locatione    for    Lopro^oeenta    ohoold   be    preeeoted    in   Che   im?.       ta   addltioa, 

3     A  S      there    shoidd    *o    ooiwi    iwooo    a£    pnoritiatoe    theo*    habitat     iaproTeaent    pra- 
^1      iecte    -*o    Joiloro    and    Mnpooer    aeede    can    bo    linked    to    Cheae    projecta    io    as 
S     etfici.ot    a-nner.        We     reco«Nod     the     SW    ^a«    ch.    ■-  >■•    yildUfa    Land    Uie 

S'     «anBaa"»nr     P'*"    "    eateblUh    theae    prioritieo     (tea    Aip.odia    3).        The    UiP 
•teteo    ocEiooo   would    bo    lo'orporated    to    iaprove    riparian    habiiaca,    but   doea 
A      not    dF(in*    fi    what    degree    »ill     thry    be    iqproved.       Wf    hove     indicated    In    our 
3     co«enta      on      (ta.An,      In      riparian      ersas      that      |o«lo      -  .hiceeivea      (or 

1      loprovina     riparian     habitat      ire      inadequate.  Beeau.e  ■    -      have     been     no 

Siuldelineo  praaent*d.  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  evaluate  the  succeaa  at 
_  *hiB  propo.ed  action.  Other  co^enta  included  in  concerns  addreaame  th. 
^     Liyeatoeb    Craeine   NanaBe»e«e    aection   of    this   doeu-ent    are    partmeot    to   this 


^  «      P.«     ^U       ^ildlUc    Habifac    and    £Uhcri_e8    H.nage-^nt    -    We    don't     feel    the    BLM 

35    J      T;,o:^   f;71^aKh    riTTTT...    to    d.,-rviLh    th*    poo^    condition    and    ..ntinuioi 

^5      de,rrd«ti..n    =f    a«ny    .-port.nt    riparian    urea..       In    fact,     the    proposed    activi- 

^  ^hon     It    of    thece    artao.        Thio    objective    was 

el    because    Che    overall    |os I    ot    Che    RMP    is    to 

Thio    riparian    habitat    goal    cao't    be    reached 


g     degr. 

^      apparently    < 




a     .-ry     U.y 

it    there    io    Co    be    laproveaenc    in    areao    chat    are 
queocioQ    Che    ne*d    to    increase    liveatoek    productit 

Stpna    of    thoueaoda    of    AlJKi    in    the    rto'iua*    eacejorv 
condiciono.         BecBue»     of     thia 
1     «tldti£e    habitat    to    incre««.>    1 

K     .ine,     liClte     if    anTChins     ir    beine    done    to     Lapr< 
SI     cat,    0   reoourec    tor  which   -here    ie    increeDiog  da 


ot 


■   bad   < 


JO.       Wildlife 


tlan     the     need     to     alter     iaportant 

oductioD.      Ae    tar    aa    we   can   deter- 

ove    iaporcant   wildUfa    habi- 

■t      and      Fiaheriee      Hanaagwant-Conaol idacioq      of 


36S  5^r»hf^     -^-i;r^co-^"r-C«e"l.«     ConauU      Che      -GFO     Wildlife      Land      Us. 

2  Minageaenl     Plan     Co    decero.np    whst     public     Unda     ihoulJ     be     cOoaoLidaced     to 

S"  provide   Che   aoor   benefits    to   wildlife.      We   .crongly   reca«eod    Che   81.H   cry   to 
con.oiidate.     rather    Chan    .oil     it.    holdings    in    Laraaie    County    oo    either    aide 

m  of      the     Happy     Jack      Ho.d      tWyocinii     Highway     110)     oa     preaenced^^.n     Hap     10 

S  (pagp    ?9).      ThiD    e                                              ......... 

•  Sale    Of    this     land 

n  oent.       Wo    rpcoi^ei 

2  public   otn«rehip, 

SWe    also    etronnlv    reco—end    the    BLB   conaolidate    its    holdinge    along    Che   ed. 
»    of    the   Motional Vore.c    £r-s   Lah-    Hattie   to  Hill   Craeh    t^-p  8.    ?*tt   771.      T 


al    aule    de< 


WFO    overlays, 
I    laeeei    fro*   «ubdiviaion    develop- 
UN    block    up    their    holdings,    laintain    Chia    area    in 
cct    crucial   «ule   doer   habitat. 
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36 

37 

38 

39 


BLH  .h„uld  .cre.pt  CO  iaprove  public  .ccesa  CO  National  Forest  land.,  pro- 
tect b.g  ga-e  winter  r.nge,  and  improve  .ccea.  to  L-ke  HaCtie.  Ho  parcela 
should  be  lold  if  the  .ale  would  eoaproaise  the  above  reaource  needs. 


The 


leiu'ied 


Bagg.      Antelope      DAli      should      be 
"■anagenienl    AUernat  ive..        Imporicnt    aniciuy.:    - 
be     ptocecced.         However.      Che     opt i '-n     Co     laprov 
aanai^eitent     should    be    available.        The     .pecif- 
CorefulU    coordinated    wich    local    WCFD    pereonne 


I. 


Fa 5-    11 


.ations    of    tnae    if 


1 ibrr-i.  «-v-i. 

pre    .re    .rversl    niles    ! 
;    local    WCFn    biologLt" 


r    accual     Io 
)peei(ic    I' 


e    winCef     ranae     tor     Che 

Full      Suppresiion     vich 

raitce    coaplexet    ihould 

Iter     ringe    through    fire 

thia    option    inould    be 


•  truttiiiB    jroundi    thown    in 
lona.       The    SL»    ihould   con> 


Bincc   a«ny   af    chf   'totr   di.pl.ced    !faa   th»t    .re.   -ill    ^"«c    "  -mt.f   "°"" 

flffEO    in«i..d   ot    credins    it    to   pri^Bce    I findown* <■  fl . 

W8    .ro    .l.o    »PPO..a    "    "<">    -«=l'«"»"    ■'"«    "■•   "•"    •■"'    ''    ""   «""""• 
,0.    »..ip"«l    F<.r..c    l,o„„,l.,j..       M..».    <-n,    o£    «...    '''"'"''''"\l[°]'. 


p.Bf  21l  "'l^l'^g  i."^  U. 


in   pt.c- 


40 
41 


P,opo.«d    "NL    I.    .nlilop.    ...it.r    r.dj..       "i"""    "    "         '  ' 


..,,     101,     »fl«t.d     Sp.lr.n.,nt-Fjr..i     5,tl<"ir!:.<?     "    ""»:'"'     i-idlc.t..     tl.. 
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!•    figure    la    (ro««lr    inflaced.       The    Fore«t    Service,    in 

mill    Fore«C    PUn.     reported    ennual     utiliiatioa    by    art* 

Uion    board    feeC    over    a    lO-jrar    period    prior    to    pre- 

The  Medicine    Bcn»  Hational    Foreat    indic-ted  Z7   ■illioQ 

produced    on     ita    landa    could    «eec     the    ne^^d^    of    local 

annual    production    ai    2    •iUion    board    feet    on    BLM    land 

m    to    Che     IocbI    econoay.       The    need     for    Chia    eontribu- 

paat     rpcord     oC     uae     by     theae    ■iUi,      io     qur«  t  ion«ble.        We 

.„„niie     tinber     harveat     on     BLM     landa     ia     a     leKicimate     noal,     but     feel     id 

■portance      ia     overacaterf     by     the     BLM.         Thp     BLM     timber     harveiting     prosCaa 

LagemenC    goal  a    auch    •■    big    gaae 


tiaber.      ije  believe    th 
the    Medicine    Bov    Hstit 
■ill*    waa    abouC    2i    «i 
paration   of    th«   Plan. 
board     feet     of     tiaber 
■ilia.       The    propoaed    , 

[ion, 


3     ihould    be    uaed    to    achieve    other    reiource    oanageme 
%    habitat    inproveiaenc    and   relief   of  category    "I"  all 

Fhrc    1Z3.    Map    Z5,    Oil    and  Ca«   Fieldi   - 
activity    in    the    Savery   area  until    auit 

y|   O    l£     Page    133.     Developed    Recreation    Areaa 
*V  £    m    propoied    recreation    area    on    flattie    M 


vcac  aide  of  the 
for  deer  and  eU, 
for    the    aake    of 

acceaa   probleaa. 


Thia    plan   ahould 
providing    CBBiping 


-  We  need  to  h 
Mountain.  A  lo 
tt  the  ampunt  of 
lot    further    reduc 


been   eatibliihed. 


winter  range  available 
e  big  gane  winter  range 
there    are    currently    no 


43! 


pBRC  169,  Vegetacion  Typea 
Btacea  that  "Wildlife  slao 
depeoda  on  the  apei 


-  The  deaei 
uac  the  gri 


of 


type 


traan    vegetati' 
during    the    apriog    leaaon".       Thia 
Ldlife.        Some    nay     uae     thia    vegetative     type 
11.      This   W?    frequently   equatea   "wildlife"  with   "bin 
gatM".    'blm    landa    provide    habitat    for    a    variety    of    wildlife,    each  with    ita 
o«n.  habitat   aeedo    and  varying  uaea    of   vegetaCiv*   typea. 


A    A    S    P«K*     1^'     -     A*    •eoeioned    above,     thef    uae     of     the     tec»    "wildlife"     in 
f*"  S    d^fiTclon    of    the    aaltbuah    vegetative    type    ahould    be    "ao-c    big    ga-e' 
■    "Boae  uildlifc". 


the 


45: 


page.    17ti   -   The    juniper   vegetative    type    ii 

the     Hayatack    Mounttina     north     of     Sinclair    and 

Platte  River   froa  Sage  Craet  to  the   lo«r  dugvay 


found    in    laolaccd    pocket 
in    breake     along     the    ) 


1   e   ■    PaRC    173   i    175   -    "■«    of    the    term   "barren"    to  deacribe    auch  habitat    typ^a    ae 

HO   8    iWStll^    Mhogany    or    ll.ber    pine    voodUnd    ia    Inappropriate    and    '■■"n^^^"- 

■       I    Since    Cheae    cteep.     rocky    areae    are    often    quite    i-poctant    to    «o-«    -UdUfe 
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46 
47 

48 
49 

50 


Stpeciee,     a 
accurate. 

1     plan     ( 


Cem     luch     aa    "aparee     vegeeallvo     type"    would     appea 

md   Trend  -  One   objective    for    thi*    aanageoent 


hould    be    to    collect    recent    eondicion 
lotaenti.        Monitor ing    of    condition    claacif ieaCioni 


tioo     £oi 


ell 


ling 


ahould     be    conduct r*! 


S  .1 

fli    everr  3-5   yeora, 

SPag^t    179,    Riparian  Vegetation  Condi 
riparian    areaa    withia    the    Reaotircc    Area    are    in    fair    to   pooi 
there     ia     oo    plan     Co    upgrade     theae     i«portant     habitata. 
objective    for    ipproving    theac    area*    be    aet.    with    a    plan    of 
^    tiacioa  and  co«pUtioti  datea. 

V  Pane  183.  Affected  Envirooiient-Uildl ife  -  Songane  blrde,  nongase  »annali, 
furbearera,  and  upland  gaae  aniaala  ahould  be  addreaaed  in  thia  plan.  Many 
planned  acCivitiea,  aa  well  aa  current  manage-ent  actiona.  affect  population 
level*    and    diveraity    of    theae    epeciea.       Thia    is    eapecially    true    for    thoie 

•aociated    with    ripariao/ne eland    coaplexee     and     bl?     aagebruah    and 

ihrub  typca. 


Table  ZO,  911  of  the 
poor  condition,  yet 
comend    an 


apeciea 

Page    183,    Table    21. 


Area  - 


ty    bj    Speclea    and    HMF    or    Cooperi 


Elk  ahould  be  a  high   priority    for   the  CnceBp«ent  fflP   and   the 

Uick  andTpennock  Mountain  winter   rangea   aanaged   under  cooperative   agreeMnta 


8 

■  vith  the  BLM.  Mule  deer  ahould  be  a  high  priority  in  the  Shirley  Mountan 
5  and  Cncaap^enc  HMPo  and  on  the  HCFO  Lara»ie  Peak  and  SybilU  winter  rangea. 
SI  Hule   deer    ahould    be    priority    apeciea    on    the  Wick    and    Pennoch   winter    rangea. 

■  Antelope  ahould  be  a  high  priority  for  Che  Shirley  Mountain  HMP.  Bi|horn 
S  aheep  ahould  be  a  high  priority  tor  the  Lara-ic  Peak  Big  G«»e  Winter  Rang. 
S  and     the     Ferrle     Mountatna.         Bald     eaglea     ohouU     be     a    high     priority     in     the 

■  Ferrla-Seiainoe  and  Shirley  Mountain  (Miracle  Mile  area)  KMP4.  Bald  eaglea 
B  ahould  be   a  priority  oo   the  Lara-is   Peak   Big  Case  Minter   Range. 


Page     1S3,     Table 


5i  a  Piai  IIL.  I 
I     ^     Areaa     under 

H      Saracoira     HMJ 


■11    U 


ind    D    -    Elk    should    be 

uld~be    a    high    priority 

Bald    eaglea     ahould    have    i 


tor  the  Propoaed  HMP 
high  priority  in  the 
In  the  Saratoga  Valley 
high  priority  tor  the 
ae    of    The    higheat    den- 


S  Saratoga  HMP. 
and  Laratiie  Peak  HMPi 
■  Saratoga  Valley  HMp.  The  Saratoga  Valley  cootau 
G  aitiee  of  oeatiog  bald  eaglea  in  Uyoaing,  «ith  5  out  of  am  neat" 
S  1937.  Another  neat  lieo  just  aouth  of  the  Wyo-ing/Colorado  border 
H     Little    Snake    River.       Saratoga    Valley     producea    a    algnificant     port 


along    I 
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the    Yellovaton. 
:ect    and    enhjinci 


:e«.        Special    manage- 
dangered    apeciea. 


K   1     3  bald    eaglea     in    Uyoaing    outa; 

■^     '    1  .enc    ahould    be   developed    to 

C  O    fi  Pl8£     IB6,     Wi_M_l_i_f_^    Habitat    -    The    RMP     ia     incorrect     io     atacing     Chat     low- 

W^     V  priority    habitat     typea     "can    be    aore     heavily    uaed    by    conflicting    reaourcea 

^  without    cauainx    Bigaificanc    uildlife    iapac ta    bee suae    of    their    abundance    and 

2  lower     liildlife     value".        while     chi.     la     Renerally     tru?.      there    can     be     cir- 


of    high    value    to    important    apec 
ipoaure,     aapect,     alope,     etc.        The     low    priority     aaaigned 


S    theac    habitat*     ia    tfiated    to    their    abundance,     productivity,    and    low    apeciea 
diveraity,    but    they    ahould   not    be    eacegoriea t ty    aaaigned    to   heavier   uae. 

5Q    b   The     planning    area    haa     aijt    apeciea     of    re-ident    big    giae.    not     five.  -    RMP 

O    ?    neglecta    oooae ,    which    are    preaenC     in    the    PlaCte    Valley,     and    are    rtaiilrnt    in 
3|    low   nunbera    in    the    Ferr ia-Seainoe    HMP    area.       There    are   alao   aeveral    aooae    in 

■  the    Laraaie    Peak    area. 

Cyf      ^    Page    ^7_^    Hanking    of    Standard    Habitat    Typea    -    We    do    not    agree    with    the    BLM 
O^     ^    ranking    of    certnin    habitat    types,        Fron    our     atandpoint,     the     LaportanC    cru- 

Scial    winter    range    eetapleieo    that    are    predowitiantly    aagebruah-niied    graae    or 
Bixed     ahrub    ittanda    are    vital     to    the    aiaintenance    oC    the    WCFD    objectivea     for 
SI    big    game,     including   elk. 

5C    B   A    footnote    io    Table    23    incorrectly    ataCea    that    the    liaber    pine   habitat    type 
9    S    iB    only    found    in    the    Medicine    Bo.*   fteaource   Area.       It    i«    found    in    the    Divide 

■  RA    on    Loat    Soldier    Divide    and    Atlantic    Ria,    but    aay   not    have    been   delineated 
K    vhen   habitat    typea    in    Choae   areaa    were  mapped. 

5G    S    tiS£  1^'    Hap  i7  -  Map  47   oaita    the   SCeamboaC    eU    herd   unit    in    the   northweat 
O    K    comer    of    the    planning    area    (herd    nuaber    42'i),     and    the    Green   Mountain    herd 
)S    unit. 

5    7    3  ?*&!    '""i   !i2£   -^    Herd    Uni_t    Boundariea    ■■   We    have    coabincd    the    Bagga    and    South 

'       ■  WaaautVoV   aule    deer    herd    nnica    And    the    South   Uamautter    and    Black    Butte    ante- 

2  lope    herd    units,       The    oew    herd    objectivee    are    attached.       It    ahould    also   be 

3  noted     that     the     diatribution     overlaya      for     all     big     gaae     ipecies     have     been 


Updated,  and  there  are  coae  lubetantial  changea  froi 


uaed  to  produce 


I  Map  48  oaita  a  aaaU  part  of  the  S*n 
I  of  the  Chair-  Lake*  herd  unit. 


ule  deer  herd  unit  jaat  i 
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:i      Pagf    19V    Map    52      -    Since   Map    W    aho«e    only    crucial    winter    range    and   calving 
*^      "        ■"         "       "Ind    e«cl..dta     the     larger    luaoer,     winter,     and    yearlong    ran|ea, 

S"     it    ihould    be    titled    "Crucial    EU    Habitat"    or    "Priority    Elk    Habitat"    rather 
than    ataply    "Elk    Habitat". 


105 


■d     earlier,     aeaaonal      raogea     for     big     game     herd*     are 
aav    chnnge     it     better     information    beconea    available. 


5q  I  Liu 
ZJ     a      updated     reRuI.T    . 

1  Delineated  crucial  winter  rangea  fo.  Che  South  Ferria  and  North 


updated  reRuI.--rly  and 
_  Delineated  crucial  win 
ll   lope  herd  unica  have  changed  -ooaiderably  froo  thoae  ahown  on  Map  bi. 

<«   page  196  -  Delineated  crucial  winter  tanue  tor  the  Ferria  bighorn  ahei 
*^   ~    "h^B   been  updated  with   aubitantial   difference,   fro-   that   ah 


60  B  St; 

2     Map   ^5. 


Iron    Springa    -    occup; 


upied    habitat    haa    been    oaitted    000,000    BLM   acrea) 


6    4    V     Pagll     '^'    k    112    '    There     are     several     typographic     errora     or     o«i»aiona     in 
1    2     T^bll    zT"       In    adtition.     aeveral     population    objectivea    have    been    recently 
3     changed      along   with   herd   unit    aeaaonal    dil t ributiona.      Correcciona    include: 

1.. .,„„..„..„.... ,.,.... 

SI  plaaoiog   area. 

-  occupied   habitat    haa   been   oaicted. 

_  -  diltributtoo   delineatiooa    for    thia    herd   were    updated    thia 

Sj  year,     and     include    crucial     winter    rangea     in    the    planning 


9     BiKhorn    Sheep: 

1    


cupied  habitat  ia  w^ 11  over  800  ac 
llribution  inioraatioo  for  thia  I 
lat     vear,     with     increaaed     crucial 


I    updated    the 
range     on     the 


174 
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I 

62! 


1 

Hi 

1 

isss 


'   occupied   habiEfit   hee   b««a   oe&ccad. 

'   parcioDe   of   cnic    hard   uote   are    iaetuiled    in   cha   Red   Daa«rE 
WP,    n»t    thv    Saeso    >mP. 


Chain    I.Jihec 


-  oceupti^J  habitat  hai  b««n  ovieced. 

"   100    percent    of    Lhts    popul£Cio°  would    be 


Cha    planning 


Svc^cwaCer       -"   chq    Crecn    Mountain    h«rd    uaic    ««e    eeabin«d    vieh    part    of 
Che    Beaver   HLm  herd   uoic    in    L98J   ta  crvacr    Che   Sw*ccwecef 

herd   uait    (nuabcr   646). 

Page  H7-199,^  Tabic  14,  Big  Ga«c  Hgrd  Unit  Area  Oaca  -  The  population  and 
aanasvT-iiC  objectivca  vmrt  rrviacd  in  nareti,  19B7  «■  pare  ol  the  WCTO  BiR 
Caa«  n^cotesic  PIbCi  updaCi'  aft«r  conauUation  vich  the  BLM.  Th«  diDCiibu- 
Cioo  aap*  wvrv  ceviaed  in  April,  19S7^  The  BLM  inould  incorporate  Chc  aoat 
feceoE  '.«rd  unit  objeccivec  and  diatribution  oapa  in  to  the  find  V4P  cad 
lis.  :.ibLe  Z4  uill  change  subacanciBllr.  Appendix  8  Uncs  thsnjee  in  herd 
uttic  pr>puiation  abjectiven.  The  Snowy  Raose  sooae,  SoutheaiE  Wfotting  vhice- 
Cailed  cr»t,  and  Laraais  aiw«r  whice-cailed  deer  herd  unice  were  left  out  of 
Table    24. 

2ii*  illi.  ^f^t*  Ih.  ~  ^'"*  current  population  eaciiutc  for  the  Ferrie  fU  h«rd 
la  "ill)  to  330  elk,  not  &ZA.  Itipariaa  habitat  and  aopen/conifer  tiande  in 
the  Fcrcv*-Scniooo  KHP  orca  arc  iaportant  to  the  Ferris  eltt  for  cherwil  and 
eacape  cover,  and  bo  calving  habitat.  Cmciai  winter  rantee  far  thie  herd 
ere   itneraily   treeLeaa,    wind-bLown   ridg«e. 

pany  20^  Table  _23  -  Acreages  for  antalopv  ertd  bitborn  aheep  crucial  winter 
rai>s«e  in  ths  Ferria-SeMinoe  UKP  area  nead  to  be  updated  to  coincide  with 
recenc  chcnseo  in  diDtribucioa  del  iaeatiooo.  A  total  of  23  BCtiv«  «««« 
srouse  leka  hive  b«cn  docuaenced  for  the  HMP  eree,  not  16  (onl?  4  of  the  li 
vers  diicav-red  is  1987  aurveyD).  Tvo  rcccnclj  diaeoTtefed  leho  ehuutd  be 
added   to   tocale   fat   the   Red   Oeecrc   IMF  areai. 

j»aje  20Q.  Shirley  HtKiotain  KHP  Area  -  The  Mf  indicsteo  the  Shirle-T  Wountain 
aceo  ^ill  be  aanased  to  jirouidc  adequaco  cover  for  elk.  It  cites  the  need 
to    uio^ain    a    401    cowaniOZ     forage     rat  is.    but    the     forage:  cover    ratio     ie 
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Aotelopir  and  eiuU  ioer  arc  alco  hiih  priority  species  io  this  OHP  area.  TTie 
habitat  needn  of  nnevlope,  biuhorn  sheep,  elk,  and  «ul*  deer  ahould  be 
cddrcdOQd   Id    this    propoeed   HUP- 

Paje  lOr  Jela  Mountain  HUP  Are*  tPrflpoaed)  -  The  MJI  cites  the  ne»d  to 
^intain  lli^  /iliET^w-iftnt  (..r^nV  riii.i  iii  t  ii»  ..■-  '-r  t.-hFT  h«r«ee<Hi|.  In 
thie  IMP  orea,  BI.N  land  1*  turaiod  olonn  Ihr  [»i"ne  nl  the  Kallnnal  fattml 
00  fflli  iranoltlon  -if  oiint^!-  ronne.  The  coverilorase  ratio  ehoutd  b^  applied 
CD  the  whole  uotemhed  ihat  ie  foreeted  elk  habitat.  Most  of  this  inalT'i* 
arra  io  on  Hotionnl  Forest  land.  it  le  inaoprooriate  to  applT  the  guideline 
for  forage^cover  fartoa  to  320  or  640  acre  parcels  of  land.  Tl«ber  har- 
vesting auDE  conaider  Che  value  i(  theoe  BtrinKers  or  pockets  of  Ci«ber  aa 
elk  hidinj  cover  or  ther»el  cover  (Thonaa  el.  al.  1979).  MariaBenient  of  this 
ember  muft  be  dnne  litp  br  eite  (Apprtidii  B).  Ther*  are  opportunitiee  to 
enhance  bis  S<""»  winter  raniie  and  traniiiion  nnRe.  Ti«ber  harveitiog  can 
elao    bo    inappropriate    its    «OBe    areas. 


Ancrlope    and    oule 
(hrir    Habir.at   n«rc 


I     UMP    I 


:0!,    Deer    -    Dii 


on    of    the    w: 
of    vind-btoi 

'a  liable.  Thifl      topographic      featuri 

i*ent  isl    for    their   uee. 


■.ft  rFquireaencs  of  nuLe  deef  *houU 
ridgca  and  iLopei  where  forage  is 
found     on     laany    erucia;     raages,     is 


PisE  ^L.  Pisrii]^ 


:etope  -  Besides  the  aentioned  habitat  requirexnc  of 
jn^horn  "Ion  require  iignificsnt  open  ipaec  ind 
•vsileble  »«(«t.  and  they  Renerally  pC'ier  varying  topography,  «ater  «nd 
•  uceulcnc  forage  tpriaartlF  torb* )  are  lap-rtant  to  lactating  fewales.  HaOT 
of  the  pronghurn  herds  Ln  the  planning  ares  mKc  extensive  aigrationi  to  end 
fros  winter  ranges.  naintvnincF  of  ch'>sp  aoveaenti  is  t  prt«ary  uoagesent 
concern.  Winter  rsnaes  generally  contain  ouch  topographic  relief,  providing 
a  oartecy  of  aicrocl inater  for  feeding,  reoting,  and  eeccpe.  Shrub  habitat 
types  predoaiifiBte  m  unr  ioportant  winter  areas  (all  of  those  in  Oiatricc 
vn.  As  with  deer  snil  *ib,  wind  ewept  ridiec  and  olopee  are  uaed  because  of 
available  forage.  Liveotoch  •anngewnc  practices  can  create  conflicts  with 
prooghorn  «ianoge»ent  through  fencing,  coapccition  for  forage,  and  ihrubUnd 
convereione.  Idcnti ticol ion  and  •ndifieetion  of  range  fences  that  creace 
iapcdiaentB  oc  barriera  to  pr^nehorn  an:  actiooe  included  in  st  least  two 
HKPn  (Ferrie-SeBiooe  and  Bed  Desert).  Any  sortoce-disturbiog  resource  use 
ha*    the    potential    to   ispecc    pronghnrn   aarsgcsent. 


■J 


HOST 


Mr,    Baocia 
Awguec    17,    l*tBJ 
Paga   ZC 


65S 

1 

I 

1 

s 
s 


■isaprUed.  According  to  Thoaao  e£  cl.  (1979),  chie  evaluation  nhould  be 
applLcl  to  at  Iceat  a  3,000  acre  anBlysis  ares.  la  Colorado,  it  is  esCi- 
BAted  that  the  ainiBuoi  viable  elk  population  would  require  approBiaetelT 
1,000  i.-tee  of  optical  habitat  in  foreBted  co««unicieo  [towry  1984).  This 
cannot  l^e  applied  to  a  Ciaber  sale  area  or  other  parcel  of  land  that  is  rco 
laaiL      for      aanlyais.  Tlia      Shirler     Nouotain     HMP     currently      provides      a 

cover:iarage  ratio  of  iO;60£  if  Che  entire  occupied  Busacr  range  on  Shirley 
Mountain  iB  included  in  one  analysia  arc*.  There  are  aeveral  partn  of 
Shirlev  Mountain  where  enalysifl  areas  will  be  below  optismo  if  sore  tiiaber 
is  cut.  The  propoBed  acceleration  of  ciaber  harvest  in  the  i«P  will  g*uae 
■  i^flifii.anE   cooflicto   with   atteipca    to  •tiotain   effective   elk   habitat., 

Tisbor  harveacing  will  teaiporefily  (about  20  /ears)  reaove  cover  (row  crvati 
that  are  clear-cut.  Th?  loao  of  cover  tranolates  into  b  reduction  in  habi- 
tat quality  below  opcisjil  eooditiooB.  The  increaae  in  roadB  (even  t*»- 
porary)     will      further      reduce     habitat      of fectiveneoo.  Estcnaivc      loeging 

activity  will  diBplaee  elk  froa  portionB  of  the  aountain.  [f  those  cU  nov* 
off  the  fwauntain  to  areao  of  predoainantly  private  land,  daauige  probleoo  Bnp 
result.  ThiB  i«  part iculfir If  trua  if  thooo  displaced  elk  etart  to  ucf  hay 
saadowa    around    the   baae   of   ths   aouKitain. 


Page  ;oo.  gncaapaent  Bigharn  Sheep  UMP  Area  -  Bighorn  aheep,  elk,  and  oule 
d^  Bse  Bil  high  priority  ap«iea  in  thi«  HHP  area.  yildUfe  objecEiveo 
should  addreoo  noede  a£  these  big  gsM  opecieB.  The  HWP  woo  developed  to 
f«eiliEate  reioeroducuioia  oS  bighorn  sheep  into  the  area.  MonageHent  objec- 
civee  wore  developed  to  anphociie  habi.C«e  aaaflscMoC  for  bighorn  »h«ep. 
SoM  «rpas  of  crucial  hahitnt  are  in  pooe  eoodicioea  dus  to  oweruow  by 
liveBr-ick   or   ecologicel    nucceooioo^ 

Pee?  20"  Saracogc  vatU];  «MP  Areo  (ProjL""*'-'*-*  "  Antelope,  bighorw  ohpep.  pU 
r;j  iZXt  deer  are  oil  liigh'  prioricy  opecieB  in  this  proposed  HHC  nieo, 
Antolope  and  pule  deer  crusiol  winter  ranges  are  threatened  by  hobicot 
loaaeB  troB  jubdiwiaioao,  agriculturnl  developaent,  and  overgtB«inK. 
Bighnm  aheep  habitat  io  et  a  prc«iu«.  and  areas  are  io  poor  condition  as  e 
resul''    of   overuse   by  ungulatco   or   ecological    auccBBsion. 

Pise  200  ZOl  Laraaiic  Peak  HHP  Area  (Proposed)  -  Oeapite  the  BLH  hewing 
7it^ed~r^1#»orandu«  of  Ii"derstanding  with  thr  wCFD  and  the  [ISFS  to  coopera- 
tive! work  on  iaprowing  bighorn  aheep  habitat  in  Che  L^taaic  Peati  area, 
there  is  no  aention  of  bighorn  aheep  in  the  proposed  action  for  the  Larewie 
Peak   HMP.      It    is    recowsended   the   MOU   be   conaidered   part   of    the   HMP, 
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7e    "S    Pa«B    202      Sage   Crouae    -    Th-    atsteaent    thot    sage    grouse    avoid    large    Itanda    o£ 
O    \    d^WTtttliZlirmr^f    -..-t     ^f    Ih.    tl-e.     but     th^ae     -randa    are    often    used 
2    tor    cover    snd    forage    during   wlnl^ra    witi.    deep    anow    rov-r. 

7C    *    Psee     20)     -     !age     grmi.e     breedine/ne.t  ing     grnunil.     on     Mrtp     '<.     appesr     to     be 
O    W    cowple'te     for     tt.e     F-rr  ia-!r»in..e     IWI'     «r»B.     o.a.u 


ScowpletB    fo 
Chi,    apring.      *    few    1 
t    are    aiB.ing   or    in, 
lb    inventories    are    av 


ng    in    the    ?BBe    Creek    If.MP    area,    and    aeverai 

i    in    the    Red    Desrrt    HJIP    are*.      Updated    lek 
iBble    fran    Iical    Qtm.     and    Fish    Deperlwetit    biolngiata. 


7"^    '«    Psae     206,     Map    5T     -    Th."     boundary    nf     tn-    Atlantic     Rin    Raptor    ':c.ncefltrBt ion 
7    K    Vrh    ^id-fr    7.-l..He,|    ,,..,^-.-    .l.ng    the    ri-    to    enr.,™,>aa.    rrc-ntly    d.aco- 
2    vered    go»hawl».    Coopers    hawk,    and    red-tailed    hawk    neatB. 

7«    m  PBie     208,     Bald     Sagle    -    Thia     .ectton    de-eapha»i  ten     the     iaporiance    of    the 
O     J    Te.ourT;    Ar-;r-to-^l."e     I-H     eattle-.         Thrr.     ,,rr    ^     neat     ..te,    along    the 
S    North    Platte    «iv-r.     the    l«r,^.i    concentration    in    U,o«ing    outaide    the    Greater 


Yf llowBtonG     Ecoey 
e    Colorad 

Tables    21    and    22). 


n     o(      Lhp     bald     ragle     n#iC     ]u«t 
Little    Sn-ke    River.      >1snaf'«ent 


S.croofl    the    Color-do/Wvirning    border    alnng    (he    Little    Sn-ke    Rive 
acCiona    witftin    ;.-vo»ing    cTald     h-ve    an    impact    on    thia    neat.        ( 
ft 


*?  f^     bZ    Poge     iOli.    ?Mnf«'"    Lion    -    The     liat     if    area-    -ith    re 

/   y     3    Hi^    U^sTf^Id    include    the    F-rriB    Mountains.    Se.ir 


:ent    lightings    of    aoun- 
oa   Houniaini,    and    Pedro 


^tlpcta     oi      the     r.jrr-nrlv     p,..p...«^     »"-..„ 
&    CoitfiiBeionevB.        »oct     of     cr.-     SLH 


lan-lfl     cvaloated 


does     not     addreao     Che 
r.tstp      flonrd     of     Land 

B    plan    could 


2*!  aillion  board 


I    <     m  The    fWP    indieoteB    the    lone-n-ro    ouarDinert    yieid    Tap" 

'     *     2  feet    Jf    ti«b?r    pot    HecB.fo.       Th  l  ,    tsn    only    be    aesvir. 

1  needs    on    foteatpd    arene    are    ignored.      Moat    BLM    land    m    not    .uitable    for    co. 
W  aercial     t  i»ber     production,     -acpt     scattered    parcels     in     the    ^-ow,.    Lara... 

2  and    Sierra    »ndre    Range-    *nrf    on    '-hirlev    Mnuntain.       Thf    BLM    .hould    use    tt-Oi 

^  trVh'e   'pe"opl'e     -I     Wyonin,     th-i     thp     ....ll     ■"■.....»■     ..1     U«.b-r     produced    in     81 


Thp    BMP    and    D?!S    rrnpose    .mbo 
reverie    thiB    •anBRtaent    philo 


u«es    a(    forested    land 
B.      Ue    auggeiC    the    BLH 


175 
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82  S 

s 

83  S 

84  a 

1 


"1 

86  S 


_  for     Land*     Froar'm*     -    We     qaeition     how     "dennnd"     for 

di^o«Tr^oe    public    landrr.  «*»aured.      Do«»    it    iaclvide    requ^.tt   by    Una   .pe- 
sU    a*   bona    fide  oeedi    of  comunit  iei?      More   deCaili    are   needed 


Page     a 


7,     Leaiabte    Hii 


_. -ned     CO 

conditio'..  A«  «c«ted  Ut» 
probablj  not  be  •ucceitfu 
Chat  rer:  Isaac  ion  would  be 
lly     not     valid 


-al--Coal    -    ReclaMtion    o.u.lly 


Reclamation    oi    Ch*    high 
I   the  Wild    tlarae   Dcbw   tract 


rqu-l 
in    the    RMP    in    ■*> 
on    the    Atlantic 
iccompliahed    12    7 


recUaation   wiH 

The    -aauoption 

end    of    "ine    life 


oriCy    jumper    and    aiouniain    ihru 
unlikely,     if    not    iapoaaiblc. 


Pbrc  220  -  Aa  itated  later  in  the  RMP.  reclamation  of  oil  and  gae  drilling 
7UeB~h«B  ooc  aWaya  been  »ucce««tul.  Therefore,  the  o.Bunpt  ion  that  all  dry 
velU  -i.d  50  percent  of  the  disturbed  area  for  iucceinful  welli  -ill  be 
reclai«ed  uithin  three  to  five  year,  nay  not  be  tr«e.  Achieving  this  recla- 
«ation  ...cceBi  should  be  an  objective  of  the  resource  Mnagement  plan,  -ith 
actiona  proposed  to  attain  the  objective  (itich  as  seeding  rates  and  sche 
duled  inspeccionu  to  deteraine  reclamation  nuccess).  For  deer,  if  this 
reclanaitioo    includes    the    typical    3    apecies    -if    graasee,    there    esseDtialLy    n 

Page  221  Asaunptiona  _foi-  Recreation  -  The  last  paragraph  in  this  section 
Ttttes  manage«ent  actione"  for  Eoreatry.  landa  program,  saleable  -iaeraU, 
and  wildlife  and  fisheries  «iU  have  no  effect  on  recreation.  We  believe 
these  progrdM  have  the  potential  to  greatly  affect  recreation,  since  they 
influcDce    the   aaouac   aod  quality  of   recreation  now  and    in    the    future. 

Paee  223,  Fisheriea  -  The  aaauoptiofl  that  rivers  on  BLM-Bwnflgad  public  land 
iT^thTplannlnii  area  generally  are  "not  affected  by  g.ieing  and  gf^'ng 
■anaite-ent"  is  not  valid.  As  an  eta-ple,  graiing  ia  cited  as  a  contributing 
cause  to  silt  -nd  saU  loads  in  Sage  Creek,  -hich  directly  -ffects  the  North 
Ptacte  River  downstfea*  of  its  eoofloence  »«ith  that  ooutc  Siailar  con- 
ditions  esiac   on  KAny  other  drsinages    in    these   Resource   Areas, 

Page  224,  As.umptioos  tor  Mitdlite  and  Fisheries.  Variable  2  -  It  is  stated 
Thit  ninor  to  moderate  odjustmenta  in  the  number  of  cattle  alone  will 
generally  not  affect  the  level  of  aquatic  habitat  dadiage.  This  is  not 
necessarily    trup.       In    some    cases.     «    «od*rate    or    even    a    minor     increase    In 
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cattle  numbers  may  seriously  degrade  e  ripariau  systeia.  At  the  same  time. 
■  inor  to  moderate  reductioo  in  cattle  numbers  uy  improve  a  npanati  sjitei 
There   is   oo  definition  or  stsodard   of  "«inor  or  moderate"  ehonges. 


i 


Page  224,  Wildlife  -  Major  pine  beetle  iofestatioao  do  not  "decimate" 
iJuduTThabitat.  they  -It"  ^t.  In  ao-e  cases,  the  alterttioa  is  one  >.hich 
wildlife  Managers  consider  undesirable,  but  the  area  is  stiU  wildlife  habi 
tat.  In  other  cases,  pine  beetle  icf estat ions  «ay  be  very  beneficial. 
Reaoval  of  the  overatory  say  draatically  iaprove  habitat  for  some  •(xecies. 
■Dd    Standing  dead   soags   create   or    improve   habitat    for   others. 

Understanding  that  expected  disturbance  fro.  coal  uioing  is  200  acres  a  year 
does  not  provide  a  proper  perspective  of  the  coal  prOB.ran.  It  la  ifhat 
occurs  OQ  those  200  acres  and  ho«  Mny  acrea  nearby  are  nftected  that  puts 
the   progran   into   perspective. 


for   Mil 


80    ■      Page    23S,    Hansgeaent    j_ 
O    e     ThaT  ^^e    sites    alone    wouU    h»ve    oinimal    *£ 
S     mule    deer    population*"    i«    mialeading.       Firs 
will    depend    on    what    boundaries    are    used    tor    the    "region". 
■      sites    cannot    stand    alone.       Effecta    of    auailiary    facilitieo. 
3      aad  avoidance   tones  auaC   be    evaluated  bIodc  with  aine*. 


cals-Coal    -    Stating 
e    effects 


regional  pr< 
gnitude  of  1 
gion".       Secondly,    mine 


Beoides    the   Red   Rim   tract,    the  wild  Borse  Draw  «ii 
cial  winter   raoK*    for   proaghorn  and 


395 :»:'-: 

k  Uodelineated    "region*!"     i«P«ct«     arc     sis 

K  impacts    on    sage   grouse.      The    presence   of 

S  Uanna     Basin     tracts,      snd     .djacent     to     th 

^  minins   could    have    serious    localised    impac 


tract  uould   have  adveisc 
ule   deer. 


used     in     evaluating     coal 
fpral    Icks   00    the  China    Sui 
Ulld     Horse     Draw     tract     ini 

on    sage    grouse    population! 


9r\    fi  While    it     ia    true    thai 

U    5  "entirely"   clear,    th.i 

■  largely    negative    if    "■ 

a  ne 


!i 


Iting     pall 
operations. 


lulatlve  effects    of    coal    minins    on     raptors     is    not 

enough  information    to   state    that    impacts    will    be 

g    sites  are    destroyed,    prey    bases    are    eliminated, 

disturbed,      or  birds     are     incidentally     killed     by     wining 


9-1    K  In    revie-ing    the    mining    reclamation    consequences    on    wildlife,     vt     HO"ld     be 

1    S  informative    if    the    BLH    would    state    which    species    have    benefi  ted    from    rec  la- 

^  nation    practice,    that    have    been    used,    and    which    species       h^ve    lost    habitat 

i  or    have    been   displaced".      Other    information    that    should    be    presented    inclu- 
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ty   and    nniiaal    denaitli 


9-fl    J  des    how   species    divers 

"    It  pre-mining  conditions. 

9^,.    a  P.ge    239    -    Thp    BMP    is    absolutely   c 

2    %  Midlife     fro^,    o-.-iing    -ill     depend 

|2  tsts      the      Innd      »i,T.«(er      ranAR-s      fa 


iji    WynmlnR,       Ir    hni 


claimed    lands   compan 


ing  that  overall  impacts  on 
and  what  species  and  habi- 
redpd  is  >  coonitment  Chat 
>itats  will  be  required.  In 
i^hservntion  that 
.oyChinR     is     possibh 


Swhen     t,    cnopany    wniUs     Co    ..htsin    a     lease    -ir    a    permit.     aoyChinR     is     possible. 
Once    that     is    in    hand,    nothing    is    possible. 


1     winter     range     for     antelope     and 

,    fig.afes 

of     known 

ntial     in    Map    I 

•nted    in    this    table.      Corn 

f   Leks 


90     ■     f"B<     I''£l     Table     3)      -     Arrf^ges     of     crucial     winter     range     for     antelope 
O    J    b.ghor";"Theep    Tn    :!,e    Ferr  i.-ScBinoe   HMP   area  need    to  be   updated   with    fig. 


from    the     latest     JUcribution    mnps     tor    these    species.       Co«p. 

strutting    ground    locations    with    the    oil    and    s"    potential    in   Map    Z6    yi-1 

different    taiU 


High    Potential 
Fertis-Seoinoe 
Red    Desert 

Moderate  Potential 
Fer r  is-Seoinoe 
Red    Desert 


20    (only    2    are    newly    discovered) 


wly  discovered) 


rt  ^  «  Page  ZiU  Locatable  MJnerslj.^  Uithdrawal.  -  The  statement  that  lands 
y^lfi  ^thdr^T'^Erom  mineral  -ntry  by  the  Bureau  r,f  Redaction  "do  not  ^jnclude 
S     large    amounts    of    crucial    or    ioportnnt    habi'ats    for    featured    specir-      •-    ■ - 


S 


These     lands     include     the    Morgan    Cn 

Swith     the     r,-™.-     and     Fish     l>part»enc     and     conttm. 
bighorn    sheep    and    onle    deer,     sa    -ell     »s     Laisbing 
^     It    also    includes    lands    along    the    Miracle    Mile    wl 
b     habitat      for     bald     eagles     and     crucial      winter 
B     pronghorn. 


for   mule   deer   and 


9C    «     E-tiMtes    of    acr-age.    of    s.ge    arouse    breeding/nesting    habitat    that    could    be 
O    g      lost      to     uranium     mining     are     probably     low     since     lek      information     used     was 
"     apparently    incomplete. 
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yO    3  ntliS^iUT;.'..    tilt   .rroTol   e.lUni    pin.    b.»tU   c.u.id   .U.r.tion.    h.bi- 

■  t.t    dt.ttuttion. 

-   — ,    01  P.g.     ;4(,^    EittCt.     on    Liv..lni>    Cr.!JJU    -    in,    BHP    .t.tt.     th.t     thf    ,,p.ct.d 

y  7    I  T^    "Sr^t..     th.n     1     ptrc-nt     ol     thf    .v.il.bl,    ALU.     .n    th.    Dlvid,    .r,.    to 

Soil/s"     -nJ     l"n<l'     "ti'"     i-     "»'     .iKnUit.nt.        At     -hat     I". I     "o^H     tht. 

_  becnoe      .i  Rn  i  f  it.nt .      and      will      the      ..oe      criterion      be      J»ed      m      ev.lu.Cing 

H  .ildlil-    ux    or    AL'M.! 

98    5  FUh,;Tri   -:   n.e-r-,.--of    rln.t:.|.    -he    .:■„<,    .lull    unit     tn    =11     .nd    5..     U.-tng 

I  .hould   not    be    1  icluded    in    the    .eilioo   on  mnijeient   Action,    lot   Uildl.le    .nd 

S  Fiiherie..       While    wildlile    My    benefit,    that    action    ia    directed    to    protect 

S  paleontoloRical    and    hiatorical    v.loe.. 


S      prech.de    marRinal     oil     and     ga.     .1e 

a     development,     ia     joat     la 
J     labor   coata.    etc. 


lit     ceel.oation     ol     loat     vildlite     habitat     nay 
,1e  .elopment",     inch     reclamation     la    a    .oat    ot 

deteroinins    leaaibillty    oI    akoeral. 

iderinn    veil     depth,     .lope.     acce... 


9ft    ■  EM«     "la.    "»n.,.«nt     Action,    ior     Foreatry     -     C>».n     the     fl.aibilUj     -"d 

y    S  T^l.'^T    :rif;^~l    .coayai...,     the    lo..    ot    lore.t     [no,,    habitat,    fro. 

S'  beetle   kill    ia   not    a  cert.int,,    altho^Kh    it    -ay   be    likely.      Eaten.!.,    beetle 
kill      could      be      eap.cted      to      reduce     uae     -f      three     area,      by     ao-e     priority 

^  uildlife    .perl...    but    not    nece.aarlly   all    .ildlife    a.    .tated    in    th,   KilP.      In 

S  fact,    u.e   by    .0".    .pecie.   wiy    inereaae. 

^-  p,.,      211.      Hana.e.ent      ictiona      for     Ll-e.^otl     Orarin^     -      In     e.alnatin.     the 

1008  ;'!.-rt7-lil    -J.tir'oied     haiuir-roi^Ttiin.     00     local     Oi,    ,..e     popu  1  a,  I  on. ,     the 

S  «nP    at.te.    -there    .ould    be    00    population    inereaae.    above    the    bi,    «•■••    herd 

k  unit    obiecti.e.    and    no    improvement    in    the    economic    benefit    from   .ildli,e    . 

S  Thi.    1.    not    nece.a.rilv    t,,ie.       «.    .tated    in    the    WP    Immediately    above,    popu- 

S  la.ion    Obiecti.e.    are    baaed    on    concern,    of    ..er.     ..d    landowner,    a.    -.11    .. 

•  habitat    capacity.      The.e   concern,   can   and   do  chanje.    reaultin,    in   chani,..    la 

S  population     obi-cti.ea.          Objective,     m.y     be     changed      to     lake      .dvantasr     o. 

S  improved    conditions.        In    addition,     improved    habitat    conditions    can    inctecc. 
a    herd's    pr-.dufti«ity    and    subsequent    harvest    level s    without    -    change    in    thi 


Both     effects    would 
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Figg  160,  H«tm»Mnc  Act  lone  tar  WiaefU.  LeaaabU  Hiograla-Coal  -  The  b«- 
tioo  00  iapacce  to  viUlifB  Efo«  tha  Horth  lodiao  Sprinsa  cfocc  Q*ei*cce  to 
Mncion  ivpaeca  oq  bif  jaae,  parciculaflf  pronthoro.  UhiJ.*  iapacce  up  be 
«ici|ah'«,  Ch«7  mubc  acill  be  idoDtifiad  and  eddraaaad.  Hoec  or  eLL  of  tb« 
trace  ie  pronBboro  crucial  vincrr  rent*  idd  aula  deer  and  elk  yearlaoi 
raoic.  Plana  to  ace«««  tha  entire  coal  tcaa  wich  •  p«v*d  road  Eroai  Cacili- 
Ei««  ftoar  IntcraCace  SQ  crjuid  incrsaao  road  Willa  (fro*  hijhor  vohicla 
■  p«adB   a..d   haroBBMHC)   und    iHe8«J    tiUa    (fro«   iocrsaend    occeaa). 


Pagt  ;63,  WBiijKg»cne  Actiona  for  L^ 
tccdinq  ■■  «n  Action  tor  AlCerncci<< 
action  ia  propoiad,  iBedin;  stiouid 
ranse    i»pcove««Be«    in   the   L 


_   ___  -    The    mr    liaCD    rinae 

far    about    11,500    acre*'        U    thio 

deacribed    in    the     liac     ai     posnible 

Ic  Graainf  Appendii.      Of    particular   coocefO 


nt«d 


...Id  b"  tho  type  of  Derdins  that  is  aficicipated  (native  «p«eic« 
■htacjraaa).  Uac  of  created  whtacgrasa  iccdLosa  ia  eaa«ntinllr  «  eoaiferaion 
cif  a  aultiple-uae  range  into  a  siftgU  ua«  •onoeulture,  an  acciao  w«  icronjly 
rcco^end  sgainat.  Such  project*  thauld  be  dcsisncd  Co  ■««£  rang«  iaprove- 
■ent  objectives  ia  adjoiains  aresc,  racner  Chan  Biapljr  CarMinB  public  lendn 
for   4   aingle   uaer. 


Oiacuaaion    of    habitat    loiaea     Eo    coal     ia    the    "Batse    c 
■hould    "peciEy   thac   Chia    ie   the    Batie   elk  winter   raot*. 

:  Wildlife   and   Fiiheficc 


al 


:er    reftje 


-  ^^L  Wanaqcaenc  Actioi 


luch  area 

sent    for   pace   ZS2  oq   th 


Th*    R«P   raiterotei 

id     preclude    loae    oil     and     (as    dcvclopacncs.        An; 
not  xorth  developing,    the   econoaics   are   too   •erjiaal.      See   caw 


1058 

! 


S     P'^*   IJP.t:  H*°«Ke« 


:   Actiona    lot  f 


■alt. 


lecaeeble   Hinerala-Coei   -   The   WP 


Locorreec  io  «c"atiQa  that  develop-eot  of  coal  would  idveraelr  affect 
reereaCon  only  in  Che  Atlantic  ni«  area.  Tha  tvo  Indian  Spring!  coal 
tracCB  ire  popwUr  huociag  oreaa  for  rironghorn,  coctofltail.  «U,  and  oule 
deer.  While  popuiaciod*  «*!  not  t>e  ireaely  affected,  local  denair.iea, 
ecceee  tod  hoac  quality  will  be.  Tho  «e»  would  occur  on  th«  Wild  Horse 
Drew  trncu  tor  pronBhorn  and  moU  deer.  Propooed  acceee  for  thie  tract  on 
the  Omvij  along  chi?  North  Platte  aiver  could  howe  aajor  negeeifff  effecto  on 
recreation  by  reducing  the  quality  of  fishing  and  river  recreation. 
Negative  L«pactB  eo  the  Bagge  elk  herd  fro*  aining  on  Atlantic  Hi*  wauld 
reduce  eU  hunting  quality  tor  the  entire  northern  tegMnc  of  the  populn- 
ciOB,    not   juac   Ml   the   rta   icaelC. 


103CC 


Auguat    17,    1987 


1^  rf^    K    Uventoctt.      Why  vee  wildlife   not   gieen   a    larger    proportion   of   th 
1  4fe    S    The    WV    niaiei.    that    i7    acr-e    of    fipofian    atrcaa    lonea    would    be    Moaged 


eT 


SThe 
isprovc     the    hebltat     to    at     I  coat     good    coaditioo 

b«    aanfiged     Ear     jto^     ti 


SBcree    iaipro«ed   through   the   ArtPo.      Coaaidering   their    iMporti 
erooioD    control,    icreao   ecability,     (tati.    and    wildlU 


K     ri peri an     hobi tat     scnai 
J    scatBBcncfi     eddreaeing 

1 


additional  l.m 
t  to  hydrology. 
ggeat    that    all 

lodltion.        Aa     iadicated 

Cr Being    HanageBsnt ,    ue    do   not    bel lev* 

gC«eot     hac     been     adequately     addreooed.         Refer     to    our 

eea     (page   '^    of     the    MP)     tor    additianat 


^    J    /5    I?    The    3   079    ALTHo    of    «dditional     torag*    that    will    ^t    produced    through    cUar- 
1      I    O    1    e-itting      fro.     tiaber      sale*     propo.ed      in     the     RHP     «i  1 1      be     available      tor 

Sliveatock    ararinii.       It    uould    leea   loew    of    this    increase    .    parcicularly    eiace 
wildlife    will    br     iBpicted,     ehould    be    allocated    to    wildlife     io    thaae    areaa. 
Thio     .hould     not    ho    u6*d     to    eolely    •u^porl    an     incroaae     in     Liveatock     penit 
B    nuBbcfo.        Forage    produced    on    clfinr-cut»    naj-    laat    only    20-25    ye-ra.        Thie 

ScranDitory      (orage     ceo      be      uaed      to      improve      or      correct      esiatiog      trsciQg 
problem*.      We   have    propo-ed ,uatng    tiaber    harveat    to    i-provo    elk   aod   bighorn 
1     thtt-p    habitat.       The    forage    produced    by    cheae    cuts    auat    alai 

Sbiq    jaae,    not    juot    livettoeh.       Tieber    harvceting    .hould    1 
_     aent     tool     to    ioprovc    other    resource    i»aluet.       Oi 
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Pflpt*  2B6,  Envirpnaent a  1  Conaetiucoee*  -  Again,  we  fail  to 
TUle  ilT^^i  nc  r  ( fl»Tn  R  iive«tock  a'-is  ?7t  shove  the  last  five  year  average 
licensed  use,  especially  conaidering  how  iaportane  thie  area  is  to  oil  epe- 
cies  of  wildlife.  Hunt  ireaa  around  Basga  have  traditionally  had  iwse  of 
the  highest  drauing  odds  in  the  state  for  reaidenta  sad  nonfeiidenta.  This 
sree  i«  in  eatre.ely  high  de-and  for  hunting,  snd  the  BU4  should  recogniie 
chio  tacK.  We  sugscot  it  is  appropriate  for  the  Bureau  to  look  at  waja  to 
iaprore  wUdUfo  carrying  capacities.  a«  -uch  «ore  sould  be  done  Cor  the 
Btete'n  econoay  Chan  if  they  increeeed  livettock  AUMc  oc  the  cspesee  of 
necivc  vildlifc. 


Page    2B8,    HenngeC^'nt    Act 
aade   about   mnintj    xopoet 


one    io'_   Hi^neeala,    Leaaable 
i  nn    recreation    for    page    I7i 


a  la-Coal 


^     ^     X    CI    P«S»   "L.  KftegC..   on   7eietatJ.on.    BipBrtan   VM""'°°   "*   R'P"^-*   "••   P""*:- 

I     1    4   %    n^   T^    iaprr,ve.;St"7t;wld    be    a    high    prioruy    due    to    the     i.portance    of 

K    riperian    habitat    to    wildlife    and    because    o(     the    nu-eroua    other     laporcaoc 
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i  Afi   a   P44i    ^^V    Etf«C»    33.    V«FtCBtion.     Range  land     tfen«caclon     -    What       degraded 
1  UO   ■  Tices"~lfe    propoead    fof    feeding    projects?       Are    these    unrecleiaed    disturbed 

W   areaa,    or    juat    sitae    thaC   do  not   produce   enough   gmee    to  aeec   grasing   allot- 

21   acne   obi^ctivee? 


1  U   /    S  Hi.  .    The    WP    stati 

1  the    iBti-l     «nd    itc 

k  longer    tiae    (than 

J  Air   reB-;jfceo    stat 


nanBaent   ActiooB.    for   f 


on    Che   Atlantic    ft 
vegetation     to    the     prea 


inO    ^    P«it«    278    -   The    Mf    utaten    th*t    reco»aiided    aitigaeiona    on    the   Atlantic    Rie 
IvO   1   T^  TT^cE    would    aake    the    effects    of    eining    on    clt    during    icvere    winter 

S"ainiaal".      The    recoimended   sitigBttono   would   reduce    i»p«cCo,    but    they   uould 
not    be    a.niaal.       OiflpUctwcnc    of    resident    elk    Co    adjoining    sspcn    habitflC" 


>;jfcee    icated    that    reclaaacic 
tst^aenc    above    ahould    be    «1J 
'questioBgble". 


caaablc  WinerBis-Coal,  Atlantic 
)  coal  area  "Full  restoration  of 
ling    condition    would     require     a 

oua  section  on  Soilt,  WsEci'  end 
I  vegetation  ia  "unlikely**.  The 
■  a    the    pl«n    saj^o    such    reclaaa- 


s. 


.itee   auBE    be    Iceo    preferable    i 


habitats   on   the   i 


lU^l    MP    «t««<o    graaing   •yoteeo    or   AHPs   would    be   developed    d 
1^    zsnE 


ferfpd    AUf 


S"    sent    00    1Z.6:0    acroo    of    crucial    winter    ronge    toP    big    gaaw.       It    ia    unclear 
to    thiB    agency   where,    when,    and   hot.   thie    «iU    tafeo    piece   and   ho»   tih«   12.020 
ft    acre   figure  who   daterai.nad. 


1108 


oU     ee-oDD    oi    naKiple    species    erueiel 
ha    ideneified    bo    o    high    priority     (or 

Sraaga   «"<*   gfatins   ewfflluaeion   and   wBitorina.      ««   reco-oended    in   the  coaaents 
OD    l,iv*«Eock    CraainR    Management    that    grflaing    be    carefully    evaluated. 


faoge 


AMro    be    developed    l;a< 
rlap    and    thoE    theac 
LAG   ewfflluaeion   ait- 
jraxing    Management    that    grBaing 


Ik    wildliia    coapcCi 

We    reco-aend    no    graiiog    allocaents   within    aresa    of   (wlciple    upccieo   cruciei 
range   overlap   should   b«    given   a   "C"   or   cueeodUl    deoian«tion. 

11    1   3    AU    r-nge    ereataenta    and    ti-ber   cuts    should    be   coordinated   with    th,   WCFD   to 
'    '     I   1   aaaure    rhsc   wildlife   benefit,   are  Hsiaited   and   adverse    lapaeta   are   svoided. 

P*  J   rt   jr   We   question    ho-   snd   why    it   -as    deter-ined    that    BOX   of   any   additional    forsge 
:1  1  2   1    produce!    by    range    projects    on   ''V   category   allot«nte   would    be    sllocated    Co 


J 
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<    -^    AK   functions    thia    habitat    type    perforaa.       An    sggresiive    progrsa   of    fencing   and 
5  redMSed    or    eliminated    trstins    pr-siure    «f.  ..ild    be    iapleaented.       The    preferred 
1  sUernative   does^not    provide   so    sgireeoive   prograa.    it    excLudee   grating   fro* 
fconlv   iJ    seres   coapercd    to  !.3%   acres    und-r   Alternative   8. 

J     J     r~    "^  P»ne     7';:       Effects    on    Wildlife     snd     Fisheries     in     the    Preferred    Alreroacive    - 

1       1    O    1  fti    tiae     fraae    ii    given    (or   coapietion    of    ihe    ai lotaent    evaluation    for    decer- 
M  aining    range   eondiiion. 

H     -S     e   *   P«S1    ^''_i    "«£    *2    "■     '■'"'    °"    '<=*"'     rapti.r     -urv^vs.     '.he    rapror    concentration 
1     1     0  2  77ea    "^     AtlnncTc     Ria     ih-uld     h-     -<t-.'1e1     ...uthwest     tr,    at     les-c     Hay    Culch. 
3  The    Platte    Divide    raptor    concenirBt ion    area    should    be    estcnded    loutheaat    to 
1    include    eoldf-n    eegle    nests    along    the    Worth    Plstte    River. 

■i     -4    7  tf  The     Ugend     tor    Nap    67    doeo    not     provide     luffici-nt     inf  orsu.!  irn    Co    «how    which 
*       i     1      1   raptor     concentration     sr-..     v.M      have     ,...It     (*««<-"«!     r-.tricfion.     snd    which 

kwill     hove    surface    disturbance    restrictions.       However,     Tsble     I,     pegc    33    doea 

2  list     protected     area*.        Accordinx     to     ch.o     tabic,     under     ch*    preferred    slter- 
5   nBtive,      only      on      2T.^00      *crp=       'l^hnarocti      Hili«      ""d      S^am-^e      sreaaJ      would 
1   Durtare-dieiurbonee      .icii-Ui^-      b^      inc»"-ivel.      n-n-erd      to     Mintsin     riptof 
W   n^ctinK    habitat.       This    ini-noiwe    Mnogeae.it    w.'il.l    ..mail    cAfl=-by-csae    exaai- 
S  nation    of    propooola    to   deterrtn-     potential    ndverse    effpcce    and    appropriate 
iBitiaction     to    BiniBuc     those     effects.        Civen     [hat     these    are     raptor    coo- 
K   ceniracioQ     oreoa.     not     just     individual      nest     <iteo.      iotcnBive     c«se-by-CBaa 

3  aanage-ent    should    occue    on   all     100. 000    seres    of    reptor   coneentrotioa    sreae. 
^  At    a    BininuE.     it    Should    occur    on    ar<">«    with    the    higtieoE    cooccntrBtiofto    of 

^    raptors.         According     '"    ^^V    rnptor     aapa     (which    do    not     contain     all     ropcor 
3  nesto),      Atlantic      "in     nnd     Rpd     Ri-a     cupi^rt      the     greoteoi     coneentrotiona     of 
5   nestins     raptora      in     the     r«co..rc»     aresa.         rheroUee.     Shs«.oci<     Hills.      Solten 
■  Ri».    Doty    Wountaiii,    and    Huddy   Cre-k    supp-i  t    che    neat     Isreest    ^..ncentrotione. 

H      -(    O     ft  vit*^    tbe    other    bih    sress    suppi.rt-ne    am  1  Ur    nuab^rs.       Thprp    ib    no   diocuBSion 
1       1    O    S  of     why     Seainoc     snd     Shsarock     H.IU     «er'     conoiderM     valuable     enough     co     be 
h  desiunated     ACECs.     while     .reso     with     grester     luaberB     and     .peciee     diversity 
K  (i.e.    Atlantic    and   Red   Ki-al   were   not.      What    sppears    to   be   occurring    \a   this 
3  docu-enc     lb     »n     tncresBcd    r-phasis     on    aioeral     snd    energy    dev^lopaent    with    a 
■  dccrcBee    In   protection    for   roptora. 

We     oupport     a    cBse-bv-caae    snalvsia    of     proposed    dewelopaent    aetivitieB    and 

Cheir     imp.ct     on     rsptor     nesting     concentrations.        U,    wilt    work    with     the     BUI 

■nd    industry    to    allow   developaenc    while    obtaining   neeesaary    protectione    (or 

raptors.        However,     ve    sre    opposed     to    destruction    of    nesting    habitat     in    any 

raptor   aecting  coneentratioa   are^e. 

177 
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'     Appcndi 
nflictb    > 


pigEB     327-334.     Forettry    Appendix    -     ! 

icBue' ,     conccne ,     opportunit  i««,     «od 

the     »«n«a«»ent     of     «il<tUte     h«bittt.         Refer     to 

Hanage-ent.      Alfecced     Cnwlrooment .     Fore»t     Re«ourc 

Foceicry    for    further 

DEIS. 

5  The    ForeiC    App«ndii 


7    o£    thi 
th    ciaber 


1     Aaiunpcion*      for 
torMtion  '«ppUe»ble    to    thi.    •ection    of    the    RMP    »Q(J 


1<   /\KTh«    Fore.t    App«ndi.    .tste»    there    wiU    be    -    100    foot    buffer    .long    r.p.n.n 
«   ^  S  .real     Bt.rting     at     the     «ter     level.        Rip.ri.n     «re.«     Ar«     -ore     ch.n     ju#t 
*■  ....  ^^j    ^^^    jQQ    E^jgj    buffer    thould    begin   at    Che   outer   edge   of 
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the    ripa 
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tiabcr 
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ori 

level    « 

11 

'eget»tii 


not   th*  water    level. 


lental  Conaequeocea  »eqCion  of  th*  preferred  alfrQative  for 
a  the  harveat  level  would  incre.ie  abouL  iOI.  However,  in  th< 
.f  ■Uernativet,  Che  preferred  alternative  iiarea  the  harweBi 
■e  accelerated  tor  the  firat  5  yeara.  In  tact,  the  new  harvea. 
level  repreaenta  a  300X  inereaae  io  the  fUat  5  jeara  of  the  plan.  «■ 
reco-mend  the  preaent  harve.c  rate  (average  for  1976-1986)  be  -aintaine. 
over    the   next    10   ycara, 

1    d&  U  B  protect     raptor    habitat    have    the    eacap*    cUuae    "if     loaarted.        -ho     la     t. 
a  deter-ine    if    activitiea  will    reauU    in   nect    failure,    abandon-enta,    etc..    an 


s 


S„J    ...-^    -. — 
waived  only  Mhen   ic 
^  .dvcree    L.p.cC. 


7       Li.itBeione    ihould    he    applied    in 

been  dcaooecreced    Eh.C    the   activity  will  i 


^   g\  ^m  Pairefi    345-456.    Livestock   Craain«  Appendix   -    Appendicea    4-6   of    thie    anaiytn 

I  2    I  l;;i;;rijrTh7^ii^;7rTo"c.tn.,    »ildUfe   conHlct.,    and   ceco-.nded   «a.«e- 

■  .ent   cHange.    that    .e    believe    the    tUl    ehould    adopt    ll    they  ate    to  adequately 

K  addreaa    the    need,    of    aildUfe    and    protect    and    enhance    midlife    habitat    in 

9  the  Medicine  Bow/Divide  Rcaource  areaa. 

B  Wc  reeo»mnd  areaa  »ith  oveclappinj  it«clal  •inter  ranje  for  I  or  .ote  bij 
S  !.~  .peciee  be  oonaidered  for  an  "1"  catejory  of  i«n.|!.~nt.  We  have  a  .o 
i  ;,cb-ended  the  "1"  c.teBoty  for  a  fe-  aUot.ent.  that  .re  crucial  .inter 
grange  for  only  one  epecie.  «hich  ha.  .ignKic.nt  probl...  (1...  heed.  ASM, 
8  BH615,  BI1516).  SoM  allotMnt.  .hould  be  de.iunated  Are.,  of  Critical 
1  toviron.ental  Concern.  Uithdr...!  of  U.e.tock  jracin,  fro.  .o.e  of  the.e 
t  are.,   -ould   addre.a   .o.e   re.ource  conflict,   .nd    i.pro.e   habitat   condition.. 

Sin   allotment.    »ith   crucial    big   g."e   "inter    range,    eprinj   gracing    .honld    not 
be  allovcd. 
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For  further  coocerna  and  det«il«,  aee  coonenta  otj  ACECa,  Hveatoct  Crazing 
Managenent  Riparian  Arciie,  AMPs.  aaogc  UproveMBta,  and  Eftecta  on 
Liveatixt  CrarinB    tn    the  Preferred  Alteroative. 

1*5  'I  fl  Fag'  345.  Liveatock  Cratina  Appendix.  Treod  jin  Ecological  Condition  - 
WS  ^  KcalcuUtioni  of  condition  claas  indet  for  thia  allotwent  do  not  ioclude  the 
S  variability  or  error  inherent  in  the  original  data.  It  la  quite  poiiiblc 
q  that  the  dilference  between  the  old  57  percent  and  recent  61  percent  repre- 
K  tenca    variability    in    the    aeaaureaientf .    rather    than    actual    i.proveaent.       If 

Sthe    variability    ia    great    eoough,     the    trend    could    be    io    the 
tion.       Since    variation    Ib    not    alwaya    aeaaurable,     at    leaat 
■  threahold    ihould    be   applied   before   a  determination  of    trend    i 


Mae    reaaonablc 


(a  Pane  347. 
B  ir^provencr 
|2  the   aaowfec 


IO  1  iS  F'"'    347.    R 
A.  O  B  ir^provencntl 


1  248^^  —  ' 

■    iCd  ^r  K   paa'Age     in 

3  lope    niftration 


ange  laprovmenta  -  Deocriptiona  of  the  variouc  typea  of  rai 
I  ahould  include  the  range  aceding  propoaed  for  11,500  acre*  ■ 
:ea    propoaed    for    aeveral    allotaeata. 

Fencee     ihould    be    conatruct 
•reao    where    antelope    occur. 


deaign   nay   need    to   CO^piy   «ith   aoveawnta    for    other    big   gaac    apeciea    ■■    well. 

1A  f  £  Page  375  -  lu-atreea  etructure*  are  effective  range  i«proveii*nta  uith  a 
-fcOS-^it"^"  "*  beneflta,  yet  none  arc  propoaed  in  Table  LVCR-AP-4.  The 
ftdcacripcioa  of  theae  Uproveiienta  io  the  plan  ahould  sent  ion  that  «uch 
^  .r,.,.nv.,r««    in>-rBsae   undprirrDuad   water    atoragc.    prolong    atrcan    flows,    and    can 

.ching   aagcbruahi 


tructurea    increaav  underground  i 
:pand  seadow  areas   by  drowning  < 


■ 

V  pase    410   -    Escape    raapa    ahould    be    inatalled    in   all    ' 

Son    p«g^374    of    Ehe    plan,    rather    than   being    an   opiioi 
-Eio< 


iioo  on   thie    page. 
Pane    455,    Oil    and   Caa    Appendix 


126S 

I: 


e    are   concerned    that    the    projectioua    for 

1 "and ~g»«  "drilling    activity    in    the    planning   area  m-  be    inaccurate 

iderably     undereoti«ate     the     rate     at    which    drilling    activity    will 

Aa    we    underetand.     the    projected    rate    of    increaae    of    four    wells 

5  every     aeven     and    a    half    yeare    waa    deterained    "by    drawing    a    acraight     line 

1  through    the    MOat    reaaonable    data    point*    for    the    paat    30    yeara    (195S    through 

S1985)",     excluding     the     booa    yeara     of     1975-1982.        An     infinite     nu=ber     of 
■traight    linea    can    be    drawn    through    theae    data    pointa,    with   vastly    different 


If    Linear    growth    La    expected. 
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linear    regreaaion   through   the   data   pointi   be   uaed    So   project    future  drilling 
line    ii    defensible   and  can  be    replicated. 


126 IS  ""*'  """" 

I   ^  V   ^    ratea,    aa    *uc 


^56,  the  (Lope  for  the 
a  rfpreienti  a 
,    and    ii    about 


S  Using    Che    data    presented    in    Figure    04C-AP-1 
regreaaion    line     lur    1955-65     (rxf;luding    1975-BZ)     la    1.55.       Th 

S^ 

8(1935-85  excluding  1975-82)  ia  quite  -liiBilar.  Using  thi.»  defennbU  gfo-Ch 
^  rate,  the  expected  nu«ber  of  new  wells  in  1991  would  be  95.  conaider.bly 
2  higher     than     t 

8 

1r\   -^   m  Psse    45".,    Coopetiti-e   Leas  ing-Known   Geologic    Strurtures    -   Here    Chp    pUn    sCS' 
^    f     JT^s'cTa^   ^r"i^d~'in";ide«'ltCS     is     likely     to    b^     developed     if     it     ha.^no. 
O  already    been    develip-d".      Judging    by    Ihi        ' 


n     the    drilling    rate    of    about    3    wells    every    two    years,    and    is 

i.e*     (irear-f      than     the     rate     calculated     with     the     BUM's    drawn 

Uulated      race      of      growth     has     been     consistent      over     the      long 

1.49    wells     incr-Bse     per     yesr,     and    the    rate     for    an    added    twontj 


he  Bl^'a  prediction  of  6'J  uelli.  Using  thi.  aethod  clearly 
peered  .orfflce  disturbance,  habitat  loss,  and  loal  of  AUMa 
lenC    are  such   too    low. 


%  of    the    Divide    RA    (Map    Z6).    estiaatts    of 

k   to    oil     and    ga»    nativity    used    by     the    8LK    in 

3  Mgnitude    of    the    loaaea. 


f  the  KCS  in  the  west  portion 
f  luffsce  disturbance  due 
ocuBent   undereati««te    the 


10Q    m^'i"    ^^    I>raina_ie     Provisions     -     IC     is  unfortunate     that     increased     aurface 

^O    Jri.{ur"b;i^ce"';;^d"habi'i7r    To.p    Mv    occur  »t<     a    result    of    the     federal    drainase 

S   program,     rather     than     a    bona     fide    need  (or    oil    and    gas.       Justification     tor 

■  thia    progra*  and   alternatives    ahould   be  presented    as   a   part    of    thia   RMP. 

IO  Q  ^  P"fi*  ^'^'•j.  Soil,  Wate_r^  and  Ai_r  A£pend_i)i_,  Watersheds,  -  The  BUM  propoaal  to 
'-^  i  in^VntrTry  a"^  re^  ii™' unrec  li  imed  disturbances  and  erosive  roads  and  trails 
1^  in  criticNl  watersheds  is  good.  However,  this  activity  ihould  be  conducted 
Son      all       BLM       lands.       with      critical      watemheda       being      a      high      priority. 


Son      all       BLM       lands.       with      critical      wacernneu- 
Etateaitntf     prearnted     here     are     actually     policy, 
acCuallybe    a    plan,     objectives     for    how    many    acret    -- 
_    reclaioed    by    a    certain    t i«e    fraoe    should    be    included. 


plan.         In     ordei 
ilea    of    roads    will    be 


1^f\    1   Page    465,    Erosion   Control    Practicea    -    Lifted    erosic.  ■■!     practices     fail 

^^  K  CO  include  those  avaiiible  to  reduce  the  livestock  contribution  to  erosion 
J  and  poor  water  quality.  Exaoples  include  aalt  distribution  away  fro«  water 
V  couriea, 


IO    4  K  Peg*    ^Z_Li_    Standard    Protection    Requirewenta    Appendix    "ild't'e    ^ 
wis  Ar»entioned    when    we     reviewed     the    Lander     (WP,     statewide     standa 
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.    _     -  «  itipulaciona     do    not     afforJ     the     sane     protection     to    bighorn     "he 
I  O    1   8  areas    thef    do    eU    calvinj    area..       Thi.    o<ais.ion    .hnuU    b<    rr-r-f 

3  that    Cine,    given    the    noahet    ol    yearlong    bighorn    sheep    herd,    un    :; 

S  this    planning  area,    such    rrotection    should   be    adopted    in    this    R«P. 

Page  i75.  Manaeenent  Act_iofl.  lo^  t.i^"tncte  Crating  -  Fence-induced  pronghon 
^^TFaTity  d^uaer'led  in  -n-  Red  Dcaert  by  Ridd'e  and  Oakley  (1972)  was  nol 
liailed  CO  woven-wire  frrr*9.  although  Chi«  Eence  type  had  the  higher  aor- 
t^licy  rate.  Si..LricanC  lo.se-  w.re  also  fmmd  on  barbed  wire  fences.  W, 
Rnificanc  Lo.se.  ea.t  of  Faraon  nn  IS"  barbed  win 
when    ■torm.    drift     the    bocto*    of    the    (enc' 


ala 


fenc^ 


16"    bottun    cle 


'age    476,    Marag^TBiej^t    Accicn 

in  this  section.  : 
Us  snalysea.  Mo. 
labitat     in    five    yn 


for  HineraU  Lraaabl^e 
,d  ffline  "faeilitie.  wi  i  I  not 
P    defined    short    tem   as    hei 

nd    [srilicies    la»t    at    leaat 


red     to    valuable    wildlife 
until    the    end    af    aininn. 


i.    section    of 

]     to   wildlife 

(or    cataatrophii 


I   %J   O   1   the    RMP,    o  ... 

K  and    their    a..c>tiar,d    habitat.       Ber^use    ot    the    possibilities    for    catastrophic 
J  habitat     and    wildlife     losses    resulting    Eroa    the.e    activities,    we    recoraend 
5  ■inersl      withdri-al.      for      all      area,      of      laultiple      sp. 
■overlap   and    alt    WCFD   ovned    and    aanaged    habitat    unit*. 

I    W  •+  ■  bighorn     sheep    am 


Big   Ga»e    -    The    potential     for     capact.    of  oil    -nd    ga.    activities    on 

*■■  d"  eU     has    been    recogniied    here.  It     should    be    pointed    out 

cli-plare«ent    of    te««lei    with  young   could    sinni  f  icsnt  I  j 

d  parturition    ares,    are    not 

e  have    been    idenliCied.       In 

1    habitats. 


3   reduce    survival    ol    the    ynu-g"    even    if    concentr.i 
1  docu«enCed.       Hoi    all    crucial    habitat.    lor    wildl 

K  addition,  enviro.men--'  ---<^'' '"''  '- 

S  and  even  location  ot 


lead 


IOC  ■  Faae  4fl3,  WildUte  H»bit.C  I»£rove«enc.  -  The  document  does  not  provide 
3  5  Sr;;h..Mr-.n-i;^F77""orha-h-it«-.  i^r.ve.ent.  ln,--tion.  of  the  i-pr.ve,enc. 
Sor  Che  need  tor  iaprov.-e. t . .  The  ii.t  of  .-.prnve^enc  action,  i-  prepared 
ft  by  HJIP  area-.  There  is  no  prioritization  ol  projecc.  or  schedule  (of  .-ple- 
g  mentation.  Many  project,  -re  baseline  d-t.  collection  effort,  and  not  h,bt- 
3   tat       i-prove-ent..  The      proposal,      all      appear      to      have      «rit.      but      -ort 

1   interface     with      propo.ed      ranse      improvenient      project,      and      t laber      .ale.      i. 
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Q«td«d  1/  this  KMP  ia  to  l>ft  coaaidered  a  auitipiff  usq  plan  dtvolopQd  tlnrotio'* 
iacetrscad   roaourca   ■anao^B^'C^ 

KEDICIWE    BOM  MtLOEMgSS    SUPFLEMeWT 

Pafe  10j_  gpcaapaant  atter  Caayoit  tfSA  Liypaioek  Cfgins  -  Th»  docuevnt  indi- 
cacr*  caEcl*  coMpecc  vith  aule  deer,  clh,  and  bighorn  ahF«p  (or  torasc,  bur 
..."\'  (■  uaclodr  how  Chiu  coapatLtioit  hae  afCccced  thv  overall  avadUbiUtr 
of  foraic".  It  realty  Is  quilt  aisiiU,  In  Chia  caae,  there  La  Uctle  left 
for   wincerint  wildllCt. 

The  USA  io  uidft  ip  of  5  perBictaee  iratint  feacntiatly  one  eavman  paocurv, 
sod  1  i  veeCock  uee  ie  exceaaive.  Since  very  lictie  of  Che  sHoCa»nC  i( 
tuicnble  liveeCocb  ranft«,  the  WSA  appeaci  to  be  over-ai loceted.  there  is 
■  Uo  poor  llvcatoctL  dit cribuCion.  Th?  area  hau  a  hiacorr  of  Crcapeae  cattLr 
and  violatiooa  of  the  sraciRt  porsito  (too  mmnf  cowe  and  uoe  out  a  ids  the 
peraitied  jraainB  data*) .  For  ate  Lb  heavily  uCil iied  by  cattle  during 
■u^i^r  when  bl|  ![*■•  nuaberi  In  Che  area  are  very  Low.  Sy  the  tiae  big  gaae 
coocentrace  oa  the  vtncer  raiiKe,  weh  of  the  Cors|c  has  aiready  been  con' 
guaed    by   U««atoc)!. 

Enciwpweni:  River  Canyoa  WSA  -  The  BLn  duct  aoc  propoee  to  deeianace  iliic 
area  *b  WLlderneae.  Hceource  aanasasent  would  eaphoeiiv  protect  ioo  and 
cnhanreaent  of  racreaclonal,  vildlife,  fieheriea,  aad  teenic  taluee,  Ue 
believe  Che  aree  neede  procectioa  afforded  ao  Arec  of  Cricieal  CnvironMental 
CtmccrQ  (ACEC).  Ad  indicated  eariier,  this  area  ia  crucial  wiatec  can(c  for 
bithorn  ahcapi  elk  find  auie  deer.  One  bitham  «he«9  laabiac  ares  le  toceced 
in  chp  USA.  The  »tee  ehould  be  vithdrawn  [roc  ainerel  tatry  and  jrasioi 
ihould  be  cootrolled,  et  Icaet  tewporarilr,  to  aLlav  the  minces-  r«<)(c  Co 
fecover  Cron  past  granins  ebuaea.  The  area  is  covered  bp  an  OXV  piaa  durinn 
winter   to   reduce   KarseoMtnc   aad   acreaa   oa  big   ga«c   populacioaa. 

If  Che  BLN  io  ttuLr  incefCtecad  in  eivinfi  Chic  arec  flp«cicl  scnagevvne  con' 
■idcrscioa  and  deeiBnotinB  it  as  aa  ACEC,  then  pcrhapa  the  non-uilil^rneee 
deoiinacioo  ia  approprioCe.  H4m-wil4*nifiae  deettnaclon  wouldaileu  ircscer 
MnageBeac  ftezibilicy,  but  protect ioD  at  eruciai  habitat  coitid  not  be 
aeaurctj-  H  the  SLH  intenda  to  coaeidue  to  BaAas*  the  arso  to  oaintain  Che 
acAGue  quo,  uildcraeae  dea tgnctioa  la  th«  only  u«y  co  protect  this  eruciai 
bit  i^*''  habitac. 

f f oa per t  Hountain  WSA  -  We  concur  with  the  ELM  that  the  WSA  ahould  be 
deaiijiiated    ae    e    tfildefneae    area.       Earlisr    la    thle    teat,    we    propoaed    thio 
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139fi 

1 

1408 

1 


141S 

I 

142B 

! 


end  vildlife  habitcte  af Eer  lurfaee  diaturbaaeea  other  than  coal.  Cn  fact, 
pcediciiAna  of  hebicot  toeneo  are  «>de  uaing  data  on  paat  reelaaatioa  auc- 
ceee  end  failure,  vith  the  saeuopcloo  chat  chla  race  ia  acceptable.  A  eov- 
aiCsent  to  tBprovc  reeiacuatioa  cvcceae  would  be  aa  etpected  loal,  iacludlof 
deoeriptionQ  of  obiectiven  (or  reclaaaCion  succeao  and  Bcracettea  to  inaure 
thet    aucceeo    (i.e.    aeed tn^   reree,    iaepecEion   ochedvslee) . 

The    WF    oebeQ    ao    effort    to    aaoase    reaourcee    auch    aa    □il,    gaa,    and    ura- 

dittono.  Civeo  fvderai  tiraniua  oiains  laws,  thie  say  be  true,  but  Uaaable 
otnerctu  (oil  and  |aal  er?  under  BLH  control.  A  liaple  dawelopaenc  ache** 
euch  as  the  north  Co  louth  plan  for  coal  touthweat  of  Rawlioa,  would  provide 
bob;  Qnnaieaenc  control  over  Chia  reaource,  rather  chan  Lett iog  lapact ■ 
cnpaoi)    DCCDfdinB    to    Bartaet    conditiona    and    eoapaay    goaia. 

PWOFOSED    ACT  tows    A«0   U-TEPHATlygS 

ACECa-Baggg  tlk  Crucial  Winter  i«.11*  -  The  BL«  preEeri  noc  to  deaiinatc  thia 
ratine  ■«  AClii;.  but  i>e  rpcOaaend  it  be  deeignaced  aa  auch  to  enaure  con- 
tinued, lonj-renje  proctccion  of  thio  reaource.  The  propoaal  of  inteoaiva 
aanaKCMnt  to  Maintaio  ttiie  cfuCiai  wiflter  raoge  ia  eaaentially  the  aaae  aa 
what  could  occur  under  ACEC  deaigoatioa,  but  without  thta  deai gnat  ion, 
itiien(iiv«  Banogeaent  could  be  aore  caaily  eliainated  if  BLM  prioriciea 
chonge  in  tbp  future.  Failing  thia,  ac  Least  Che  Atlantic  Ria  portion  of 
the  winter  range  ohould  be  ^de  an  ACSC  due  to  ita  high  wildlife  values  and 
the    polcntial     for    future    reeo.iree    eonfUeta. 

WhiCe-Pelicin  1 1 Uod  -  Thia  1  a  land  oa  Pathfinder  Heaervoir  is  of  great 
ieportanec  to  QORiaae  birda  >>eceuae  it  aupporta  «  tolony  of  uericao  white 
pelicana,  Caepiaa  ceroe,  greet  blue  herono.  double-creeted  coraoranta,  and 
Californic  gulla.  The  firaC  three  apeciea  are  Spectce  In  Need  at  Spceisi 
Nanageewot  in  U^oaing.  The  pelican  and  Caapian  tern  ars  Priority  I  aongaae 
apociea,  Che  greet  blue  heroo  ia  t  Priority  III  apeciea.  Wo  kao*  of  four 
□cacinii  locatiooa  in  Uyootog  for  Caapian  tffrna.  However,  ia  1986,  the  only 
colony  Chat  voe  active  vaa  at  Strd  Island.  (Page  207  of  chia  docuaont 
should  oention  the  iaportance  ol  Bird  laland  to  the  Caepian  tera).  Such  an 
ialand   hae   the   potential    to  attract   other   colooiaL   aecEiag   waccrbirda. 

The  BLM  propoaeo  Co  aonitor  Che  pelican  populacioa  and  taSn  Mnageaent 
ac t iooa  as  needed.  L'nfor tuiaiely,  because  of  the  aenait i*e  aacure  of  these 
colonial    ueterbird    breeding    aiies,    by    the    tia«   aoaitoring   above   set  ions    ere 
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area   be   deeigtiated    sb    an   ACEC.      Wilderaeaa    statu*   would    aeaure   this   area   of 

crucial  wildlife  habitat  is  procecced.  This  area  would  be  an  eacelUnt 
additioQ  to  tha  Pleteo  alver  «ild«rtie»a  Aree  ad«iniaeered  by  tn«  U.S.  Forecc 
Service. 

^'<  *>  O  tt  Bennett  !<ouatain  MSA  -  We  concur  with  th«  8LX  that  the  MSA  should  not  be 
^'1  0  O  9  •  wilderneao  area.  The  HU(  propoeeo  to  winoge  Che  area  for  diapcrscd 
^!  1   recreation.       LiveetocS    (rating    probleae,    asBocitted    wieh    poor    diatribucioo 

^    due    ["    fuM*tf    terrsin    snd    ovefusc    isaociated    with    «otcr    aourcea,    and    Che 
narrow    etripo    of    riparian    habitol    oiong    atreaaia,    ihould    be    corrected.      The 
re    public    acceoo    on    the    south   side    of    the    Bennett   Mount aina 


5   L_-    - 

■  to  *cc?a«  Seainoe  ileoervoir  end  the  large  block  of  public  Und  formed  by  the 
2  Bountsvn  range  an<J  foothills  odjaccot  to  the  reoervoir.  This  area  would 
51  receiv  a  eufaec«ntial  laount  of  public  uS4  for  hunting,  fishing,  and  bovting 
^   r(;cre*tioo    if    it   wao   tvtiiily  ecceoaible    to   th«   publii;. 

CEHEftAl.  CDKMEHTS 

Or;{Bnii«tion  of  proposed  end  altcrtiate  aanageaent  actiona  inito  the  four 
oUernaci.ea,  Mhea  it  difficult  to  recoawjnd  ana  Bltern«(iv«  aa  beot  for 
wildlife.  Eecoua*  of  the  preference  given  Co  oil  and  gac  and  the  Uib" 
acreage')  oi  public  land  identified  for  diopoanl,  Alternneiire  C  io  ccrtpinty 
not  deairabU,  doopite  ite  increaoa  ia  ACECe  and  SHPo.  Tho  Alternatiw*  S 
eepbaris  oo  saiBCsiaing  and  iapro*ing  soil,  water,  and  vcgstotion  would  be 
beneficio/.,  but  ACECo  would  b«  tevae  and  largo  pcreiona  of  tho  pUnning  offea 
vould  Doe  bo  ineiudod  In  mPe.  Alecfnotluo  D  rddo  neaded  HMPo,  but  alingna- 
tao  MSC  ACECs,  locpensac  coai  loacias.  enA  rawsTos  enieting  MithdroMols 
froc  voeC   ecFoagao. 

H.  nt  obieceiveo  preoonted  for  the  four  alternaeiv**  ar9  Mtually  policy 
goeU  rcther  than  objectiweo  by  which  progreae  can  bo  aeacured  and  *vo- 
Ueted.  Moot  true  objectiweo  for  BLK  aonogeaent  actioou  arc  contained  in 
activity  plana,  not  thio  document.  EMBplec  of  objectiveo  that  should  be 
included  are  the  auaber  of  acrei 
iaprove  froa  a  poor  to  juod  or  excellent 
critical  wccerehcdB  that  Che  BU4  hopes  t< 
haa  Identified  probtcse  and  acid 
tiae    rrsaea   are   often   oaitCed. 


ingcLand     Chat     the     BLM    deotn 

.    class,    or    the    sileo    of    roads    in 

.nveotory    and    reclsia-       The    BLM 

ill    addreao    thca,    but    Btrategiea    and 


I'^QK  *"   disappoiotaent  with    this   H«P    is    th«,    wii 

1053  S   wacerahede,    the   BUi  aakes   no  co«*iE»onc    to   iapfo- 


of   critical 
:    vegetation 


1 
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■4     A    ^    ^  flceded,     it    will    probablv    be    too    late    to    aolwage    Chia    population.      Under   the 
1    4   fi.  %  BLH      preferred      eUernaci*e,      up     to      Ei«e     acres      gC      this      laisnd     could     be 
W  disturbed    before     a     plan    of     onerstion     Is     requiredr       Any    diaturbsnce    could 
5  elieinate    a    r««r'"     production     Iroa    this    colony     or    cauee     r-nMnent     abandon- 
■  aenc.          The      security      and      oboence      of      diaturbance      provided     by     islands      ii 
|2  eaactly    why    Chis    apeciea    .electa    auch    eitea.     snd    Che    liaitrd    svaiLaOilitT    of 
2   these     aicea     is     the     —in     n-aaon    -hy     Che:  f     are     so     te«    white     pelican    Dcating 
^   atfao     in     the     "tate    and     the    fatten.       Thia    area    ihould    he    d-aignated    lO    ACEC 

k  to    that     it    can    hw   Mna(ed,     rath.r    than    l-avkog    tti     fate    to    rfsctiooary    •ans- 
Bgeaent.       The     lo«ic    ■ta"i    tn    m-lain    nicral     withdrawals     (or     recreation    aites 
Stand      hi.torie       .itea      aa      -^(11      by      the      BW      la      -«hile      rt      likelihood      of 
haining...      la     low,     utitidrawioK     :hea     (rcn    flll     (orisa     of    mnipfal     rntry     ia     the 
K  only     Bure     way     of     jLvin,     rh,.e     aite>     loni-tera     prot<-e t i "i     froa     aineral 
3  developaent".      Thio    sane    logic    arpli<»    '-=   this    island    (so   well   aa    rare   plane 
•  population!),     and     gtailsT     JeciaionB     ahouU     b«     applied.         The     effects     on 

k  nineraU    will    be    ainiaai. 

■4     A    ^    -^  flaDtor    Coocsntrat  inn    Areao     -     Thp     BI-H     pfffrra     la    d*oi«nat*    onl^     two    of     the 

1  43  S  rr-d;.Mn;d-7;p;T.  T;;;r..tr<..,..n  ,r-..  .-  ^^■r.<:,.    ih.  .dv.n..g,  of  thi. 

^   dpci«notion     ia     that      i.     pro^.doo     pr<.<..t,on     to    n^.( ino     foptora     rather     than 
S    )uot     aeoeonel     ftipuUtion..        ALF.L     ^foi^;ia(lon    «oui<J     provide     increeaed     pro- 
ft  cection     CO    oeot     nileo     outside     of     neat.nii     seaeonc     and    would    require    con- 
k  BidorotiOffl     of     raptor     prey     population''      in      luture     aanour-nent     actions     snd 
3  decisiooe    (i.e.      ronga  conweroionn   and    rodent    poiaoning).      ACEC  detngnaciona 
S  ore    oppFoprictc    for    all    raptor    concentration   areao    (including    the   ^fiponaioo 
K  of     t^^     orenc     reeooosnded     earlier).         The     total     elioination    of     oil     and     gao 
2  IcooinE    in    two   raptor   concemrst ioo    oreaa    propnop-S    ir.   one     ilternacivc   would 
S  certainly    be     beneficiol.     but    flight     no'     be     required     if     an    ACEC    deaianetion 
n  ttOG   vicnirouoly   oppli<j4. 

Ifjre   nanoqeocnt    -    Uo    probUaa    nrr    for-*(-o    with    the    pi-opoD#"l    fire    aanegeaent 

oupprea^ion    deaign.        The     RMP     inclmlpa     proviin.ns     Inr    con-'oUed     buroe     for 

hahitet    «nd    range   manipulat iona.       Placing    the    Ferns    Mountama    in    an    area    of 

liBited      tire      auppreaeioo      i«      logical,      conaiderina     the     frra.n.      and     could 

yield    benefiCD    to   wildlife    with    Che    ri«hl     fire. 

•*     A     Jt    m  Foreet     Manae^aent     -     Forest     ■ansteaenc     plena     should     call     (or    concentrating 
1    •+*+»?    ti^e'r"    iTtTviti^a     in     localii-^    rrlla.     •■    .m    Cr*en    fountain.       Diaturbance    to 
S  wildlife   would    be    reduced     if    .11    activir lea    in    one    cell    are    coapleted    before 
%  the   next   cell    ii   opened. 
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Land!  Progfi 


<!    A    EK   UtilitT/Tr.o.porcacioo    Syal 
"   ^  ^  S  tr«o»pocc«cion    cotridgra    i 


a tea  -   BLM    recoBaend*    abandoning   r he   concepC    oC 

S"    —   cr*o»pocc«cion    cotridgra    and    sisplj    placing    nev    facilitiea    as    cloae    ao 
poaaible   to   esiaclag    facilitiea.      Thia   aighc   allow    repeating   past   aie ta- 
rn kca.      The    BLH    ahould    adhere    to   the    corridor    concept   with   flrTibiUtr   f 
31  eepcad   or   1 


epcad   < 


BLH    ahould    adhere    to   the    c( 
redefine   corridor*    to  Beet   1 


expected   need*. 


:  iliPlJ 


red   alt. 
soatly   available    iot    future   need 


Host    landa    identified    For    dllpoaal    In    the    pre- 
n   UCFD  Diatriet    5.      Thoae    in  UGF!)   Diatriet   6   ar« 


^    ff,  f%  ^  ^^*^   habitat*    are    included    (nainl)'   proaghoro   crucial   winter    range),    eva- 
"    t-Wgiuationa    uiU     have     to    be    made     on     each     individual     ease.         A    general 


s 


147 


^ptiutiple    of   aainCainlnB   current    sm    acreage    aceda    to    be    te 
■  diapoEBla   by   exchange   whenever   poaaible. 

S~  Acceas      -     Given      Its      recreational     potent  lal     and     national 
acctuiring    acceaa    for    the    Continental    divide    Trail    ihould    t 
n  Bodcrace   priority   rather   than   •   low   priority. 

Withdrawala  -  We  aupport  the  recoraendatioo  to  continue 
agricultural  withdrawxla  for  USBR  lands  around  Setsinoe,  Kortee  and 
Pathfinder  Reaervoire  and  the  Hiracle  Mile  (which  iaeludet  the  Morgan 
Creak   Unit)    as   weU   an    land   wiChdrBUBla    for   Hatioaal   Uiidiiie   Refuge*. 


tal     and 


•ral    withdrawal!    tor, 
Dugway.    and   HIacaile 


148 


The    BUI    prepoeec    to    reciaaaify,    but    naintain    ni 

aeveral    recreacion   aicea    including   Teton   Reaervoii 

■ices.      Vc   can   support    the   change    in   clasaificatioo   aince    it   will    enaure 

COQCiouatioa   of   reereatioo   sitea    inportanC    to    fishernen   and   hunterB,    but 

the   acreagea    ahould   not   be   reduced,      Recreacional    quality   of    theae   area* 

would    be    dlaiaiahed   with   adjacent   Kineral    developaeot ,    and    recreational 

uae  vould  decline. 

The    BLM    propoaeG    to   eliiaioate   aineral    vlthdrawala    for   Miller    Hill    Lake, 
Antelope    Reaervoir,    Flowing   Uell'LuBao   Boad,    and    an   uaneaed   and    uniden- 
tified   veil    nine    «ilec    veat    of    Ratilina.       Theac    wittidrawal*    ihould    be 
S—  naintained.        Hiller    Hill    Labe    provides    aonc    recreation    dob    and    would 
have   greater    recreation   value    if   acceaa   could   be    iaproved.      Flowing  Well 
^  Luvan     Road      ia     an     Inportanc     sod     productive     vater     source     in     the     Red 
S|  Deaert.      The    flowa    support    aquatic    habitat    and   wetlands    and   the    aite   haa 
■  received    apeclAl    aanageaent    to    iaprevc    wetlanda    an4    waterfowH    produc- 
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IA    Q  m  tion.       The    other    two    sites    are    not    Ideatified    and    therefore    caoQOE    be 
T-  O  S  evaluated.        Withdrawal    should    be    maintained    until    the    BUI    identifies 
'  the   aitea   and   tht    rcaaona   the  withdrawcla    are   ao   longer   needed. 

I^^KThe      BLK      proposes      to      eliaioaie      all      current      public      weter      reserve 
^W   S  *'it*"*''"*'"^'>    *hicb    preclude    aineral    and    agricultural    entry.      While    so«e 


if    these    reacrvea    say   not    coacan 
-tance    of    aaiatainii 
Lrea    that    theae   withdrawals    be    1 


Siapon 
requi: 
Sj  that    should     have     been     proposed     In     the     MtP 
^  public    water    reserve    withdrawals    and    retain 

2  vater    source*.        It    inventories    show    no    water    source    is    avsilable 
Swithdrawal   could   be   canceled  without    iapacting   other    resource*. 


and    thi 

-    supplies    for    aany    mjltipLe    use' 

ntained.       AB    acceptable    objeetivi 

review     all     curren 

tain    those    which    contain    usefu 

labl 


.n    e  ^  U  wildlife    interests   would   be   better   served    if  CHIU  withdrawsU   were   **in- 

i    W  W  S  tained   on   ell    3.641,500   acre*,    re-oving    the   options   of   disposal    or    agri- 

■  cultural     entry    which    generally    do    not     £a»or    wildlife     habitat     (as     in 

S  alternatives  A  and  B).  Alternative  C  and  the  preferred  Alternative  D 
would  remove  this  withdrawal  on  ell  but  3.916  acres.  The  HMP  should 
5  have  included  an  alternative  to  inventory  and  evaluate  these  •ultiple- 
ft  use  withdrawals  on 
K  available    in 


in   the   I 


there    ia    no   oiddle 
(«ee   Figure   LAW-AF-l,    page    343). 


LivesCoct  CratiuB  -  Projected  effects  of  the  three  livestock  grazing 
alternatives  (other  than  eKiating  aanageaeot)  are  largely  dependent  upon 
the  percentage  of  iacreaaed  available  forage  from  ranije  iaproveaent* 
that  la  to  be  allocated  to  liveatock  (lOZ  in  B,  50X  in  C,  and  801  in  D) . 
Depending  upon  the  site  and  type  of  ronge  iaproveaeot,  it  is  possible 
that  wildlife  My  have  no  demand  for  increased  forage,  and  livestock 
would    get    100    percent.       In    other    sites    and    cases,    wildlife    laay    take    -ore 

If-    .J  «   than     20     percent     of     the     iocreaaed     production.         Since     wildlife,      par- 
O     Ifi   ticularly     big     game      in     these     circuaatances .      is     mobile     and     genei 


la  I. 

5   unreatrained,    there   are    limitations    to   how   much   control 
^   to    aaintaio    20   percent    use.       Rather    than    uaing    the    thi 
^   the    BLM   should    have    evaluated    alternatives    where    range 
3   deaigned     solely     for    livestock    use    and    alternatives    whi 
!l  are   deaigned    to   accomodate  multiple    reaource   usee. 


ntsge. 


1|-#|    »;   Two    other    valid    slternativea    for    livestock    maPagemenl     should    hav 
O  ^    S|    evaluated.        One     la     to    set     initial     aCockiog     rates    accordMig    to    t 
^   production   shown    in  Table   LVCR-AP-1   and    then    initiate   monitoring   i 
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1C  O     C    *°    determine   what    Other    change*    are    needed    or    allowed.       The    other    ailer- 
on   ^  potive    ia    to    set    initial    stocWii.ji    rates    according    to    levels    provided   by 
It)  a    forage    allocation    process    that    would    consider    competing    uses. 


Coal  -  The  RLM  reromDienda  all  fo<ir  coal  tracts  in  WCFD  District  f> 
(Indian  Spring*.  North  Indian  Springs.  Wild  Horse  Dr.-.  .nd  Atlantic  Ria 
tract*)  be  Mde  available  for  leasing.  We  can  agree  with  the  first 
three,  provided  the  lease*  include  stipulations  (or  mitigation  of  high 
priority    habitats     and    reclamation    to    tnpography    and    vegetation    valuable 

ICO     ^   for    -intering    big    gane    currently    using    the    sites.       Given    the    probability 
O  O    1  of     failure     of     reclamatiun     of     high     priority     habitat     types     on    Atlantic 
SRia,    Atlantic    Kim's    high    wildlife    valuea.     and    the    reconnendat ion    by    the 
owner       of       interspersed       private      coal       to      defer      the       tract       (made      on 
March    10.     196;;,     leasing    of    this    coal    tract    should    be    deferred. 

Oil  and  n«»  -  The  preferred  alternative  i<  application  of  atandard  pro- 
TT^tion  itipulation.  on  .11  new  leaaes,  even  on  KCS*.  Thi.  is  better 
than  Alternative  C,  where  oil  and  gas  inteceaf  would  be  constrained  in 
KCSs,  but  ir  will  not  meet  the  stated  objective  of  protecting  other 
resource     value*.  Just      as      there     are     canea     where     driUing     cannot     be 

completed  in  time  frame*  available  in  eeaaonal  stipulations,  there  are 
caaes  where  wildlife  vslues  are  not  protected  with  aiaple  *easonal 
coostrsints  or  the  available  no-surlace-occupancy  stipulstioos  (i.e. 
raptor  nest  sues).  Kit  ig« tion  actions  proposed  in  Alternati'  ' 
preferred.  Thi*  would  also  increase  pfotectii 
tati    along   ephemeral    and    intermittent   streama. 


of    high    priority    habi- 


1n   >1    3  LQcatable   Hinere,ia   - 
S  H*    ■  middle      ground      atte 

9 


able   Hinereia   -   Coiaients   made   on  ttincral   withdrawals   apply   here.      A 
It  ive      where     current     withdrawals     are     evaluated, 
ncluding     both     mineral     values     and     other     resource     values,     should     be 
ncluded   as   a   viable   aanageaetit    action    for    this    planning   area. 

Recreation  -  We  support  plans  for  special  management  of  the  Morth  Platte 
River  and  Continental  Divide  National  .Scenic  Trail  s*  both  can  improve  con- 
Buoptive    and     oonconsumptive     wildlife     related     recreation.        Priorities     for 

1C  C  V  «==«••  acquisition  are  generally  acceptable,  however  the  Continental  Qivide 
>3  t9  2  '^'■'^^  ihouid  be  high  or  moderate  priority,  not  low  priority.  Areas  proposed 
3  for  Isnd  coosoiidacion  ami  their  priorities  are  also  acceptable.  The  axP 
■  should     include     proviaiooi     for     taking    advantage     of     any    unexpected    oppor- 
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155 

^    tunities    that    may    irise     for    consolidating    public     lands,    especially    in    the 
k    checkerboard. 

156 

J(    Opening     the     Dune     Pond    area     to    ORV    <)ae     appears     to    be     a     practical     decision 

1  considering    its    loc-tion.    popularity,    and    current    land    ownership.       However, 

2  this    has    s    high    potential    of    disturbing    nuie    deer    from    innediately    adjacent 
S    crucial     winter    range.        Bighorn    sheep    crucial    winter    range    is    less    Chan    a 
B    mile    away,    and    these    anioals    may    alio    be    disturbed.       Continued    wind    erosion 
£    of    the    dvines    will    eventually    cover    deer    crucial    winter    range,    riparian    habl- 

3  tat*,      and      possibly     a     county      r.Md .          If     ORV     u.-.e      in      thi*     area      ia      to     be 
^     encouraged,      or     at      least     lu.-t     discouraged,      th^     prjpoaed     land     consolidation 
ft    esnngenent     plan    which    will      incorporate     stale     lands     should    be    developed     to 
3     limit    iapacta    Co    the    dune*    and    protect    adjacent    habitat*. 

Soiln,     Water     ond    Air     -     We     support     the     priorities     proposed     for     addre».ing 
wate7ihed      erosion     proble=...          f'>ddy     Creek     and     Sage     CrerU     should     be     high 

Wild    (feral)    Horse.    -    Population    objective*    for    feral    hor«e    oanage-ent    areas 
reviewed    in    this    RT.P    *ppe.r    to    be    reasonable.       We    agree    with    continued    reoo 
val     of     feral     horses     from    r-heckerhoard     lands,     particularly    Atlantic     Ria    and 
the    Chain    Lakes    Wildlife    Habitat    Unit. 

Wildlife 

J    ,-.  ^  ^               HMPt     -     The     plan     propose*     to     maintain     eiisting    HMPa     and     continue     the 
1    D    /     1               de;;io;.«ent      of      fm.r      new      HMPa.      .lonn      with      a     cooperative     management 
K               agreement      (or     the     Dune     Ponds.          These     are     actions     -hich     we     support. 
S               Untortunatelt.     these     HMP     areas    do    not     include     a     triangular     section    of 
^              checkerboard      land.      i<e«ediately      south      of      Interstate    BO     near      RawUn.. 
k              Thia      Five-mile      Hole      irea      includes      winter      range      tor      mule      deer      and 
2               pronghorn.     as    well     as     ioport.nt     antelope    migration    areas.        It     provide* 
5               raptor     nesting     habitat,     and     there      ia     a     high     potential      for     developed 
b               fisherieB     in     -everal     ponds     and     a     lake     near     Rawlins.        To     provide     for 
2               fisheries     and     wildlife     habitat     improvements     in     this     ares,     this     paieel 
5             should    either   be    incorpor.ted    into   an    existing   UMP    (such   .s    Sage   Creek), 
b              or    a    separate    R«P    should    he    developed    for    this    area. 

158g 


Since  the  HLH; s  preferred  alternative  ir  to  develop  and  implement  plans 
for  the  16  HMPs  and  cioperative  management  areas,  as  in  Alternative  C, 
area*    affecte.'    by    manase-ent    actiooa     in     the     preferred    Alternative    □    as 
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ccd      in     T«bl«     I      (p«|*B     67-68)     (boeld     bo     Clw     e«ao  - 


Hanai(««at  CQ  tNproT«  rip«riaii  hablcaco  la  eypparccd.  TTie  proposal  tc 
conaoUdaCa  public  laoda  to  obctia  iaporcuc  <*4ld)if«  hcblCaca  iieuld  tw 
■    poaiciva   cccion   for  wildlK*. 

SUMHAC'/ 

The  draft  JWP  and  DEIS  for  the  Medicine  B«»/Diyidc  Reeourca  Areae  SP* 
madequaca  and  do  aoc  addraaa  habitat  aavda  of  reaideac  vildlLf«  popiaia* 
eiona.  CKCenelve  reviaioaa  arc  needed  to  iaprove  this  documnC  *o  it  r«pfe-* 
eenla  a  balcoc^d,  aulciple  uae  reaource  laaoateacnc  plaa.  The  plan  ie 
uriecited  toward  coaawdicy  product ioa.  Wildlife  habitat  «an«3eacrit  ia  aot  e 
priaarr  jLoal  ct  chio  plan.  The  RMP  is  ngc  an  iacesraced  reeourcc  «aDave«cii<: 
plan,  ^ach  reaourca  pfoiraA  appears  co  hae*  developed  ito  ova  deeired  Level 
of  ouLputB  oithouC  coordinacioa  or  Lotefraciofi  vith  other  proerawe. 
Wildlifa  and  fiahariee  outputs  aro  oecaodarT  co  liveocoek  sraBlDg,  oil  and 
gaa  devclopaeaC,  aiDaral  devalopncat,  and  ciab*?  production,  even  chough  Che 
«caaosic    value    of    recreation    is    mch    greater    chan    •evercl    sf    chcee    other 

We  have  provided  exieaaxve  reco^ndatiaoc,  docuaentacioa.  end  anolireid 
CO  lupport  Ttuaaroue  cbaii|ce  chat  ue  feel  ttiould  be  oadc  in  Chie  proposed 
plan  in  order  to  protect  HildUfe  valuea.  The  Plan's  iaadcquaciec  required 
an  ewepeioaallT  large  inveat-eoe  of  tin*  and  effort  on  che  part  □£  WCFD 
peraoaael.  Ao  currently  vritten,  the  plaa  ia  une«ceptsblep  This  HMT  vill 
direct  nanote«nt  of  as  »Btre«el7  lari*  part  of  arooim  Ear  a  Loot  cl»e.  It 
ia    Coo    LBparcaat   CO    let   acsod   in   ita   current    forvi. 


riAHCIS    FETERA 
ASSISTAHT   DLUCTOK 
OFEUTIOHS 


FT-.ldM6:abi 
Actacnsenct 
ce:   Ca»c  Oiv. 
I -.eh   Div. 
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In   addition   to   the  pagea   of    th*   lefttar  reproduced   in   thle   document.    th« 
WyoBii'^  Gum  and  fieh  OvpcrtiMnt  c*nt  the  following  infomtvtion  to  Khv  BLH. 
to  aavc   apace,    ttleM   items   (which  do  not   contain   comantt   requirinft   a 
retponte)   t)SV«  not  bean   reproduced.      The   conplata  UCFD    letter,   ulth   all 
■ttachaofltfl,    k*  on  flic   at   th»  Creae   Divide   Recourc*  Arec  office- 

Appendix   1:  "Percent   9LH  Land   and  Avarasa   Annual    S«nafic   to  Wyoming   fc- 

31k  Gabic  Hec-d  Unita   in  the  Hediclna  Bou/Olvida  Raaource 
Hanasenent  Area" 

AT'Pendlx  2:  Hap   etiowins  overlapping   eensltive  utldlife  habUsts. 

Afpi:n4Lx  3:  "32   Priority   Manasenenc   Areas  Which  Contain   Crucial 

Kuleipla  Species  Overlaps  Within  Che  Medicine  sow/Divide 
Reaourcs  AraC 

Appriidix  *■■         "nedicin«  Bow- Divide  Resource  Area  FtnP  and  DEIS  Crazing 
Allacnene    Hevieo:       Sucntiary   of    Allotments    Uith  Crucial 
Habitat    Reaourcs    Conflict*,    and    RecaniMndcd   Changes    in 
Allotment  CatngoriEttion' 

ApDondix  S;  "Medicine   Bou-Oivide   Resource   Ares   RMP   and   DEIS  Crating 

Allocinent   Revxsw:      Sumoary  of   Allotnenca   ulth   Multiple 
Sp«ci«s   Overlap  of   Crucial   Habitat.      This   aunnary    includes 
recoraicnded   aliotiwiRC   eategory   chnngefi   andi   known   resource 

conflicts." 

AptitndiH  6:  "Fledicine  Bow-DLvide   Resource  Aras   RHP   and   DCIS  Craskni; 

Allotment  Review:      Proposed  Range   Improvement a   Under   the 

Preferred  AltnrTt«tivQ  (0)   and  Potential  Conflicts  uith 

Wlidlifsi" 

Appandin   7:  "Arsuii  Affected  By   the   DUI'S   Tinbec  Rsnagenent   Plm   for   the 

frlnc'i  Area  Around  the  Medicine  &««  Uationei  Forest " 

''1tavlee<J  UyoHing   Dig  Ge»o  Herd  unit   Population  Objoctivoe" 


AppnndiE  S: 
Cory 


of   a   Cwo-peQo  WCFD  neiea   froA  Davo   Meody   to   Harrr  Karju   about   a 
ng   on   March    10,    JIS;.    concerning    potential    mine    planj    in    the    Ai 
R..B1   aree   and    associated   mitigatlva  neesuree    beaed    on    Che    plans    subn 


tl 


Two  pages    Identifying  WCFD  nanagvAent  objectivi 
the   Bitter  Create  Herd  Unit    (A   «l«l 


Two  ).Bgee   identifying  WGFD  managefMnt   objectivi 
th<r  Baggs  Herd  Unit   (nD  *2J) 


for   I'JqiJ    for   pronghorn    In 
for   1990   for  mule   deor   in 


Responses  to  Letter  103 

1  The  BLM's  "Fish  and  Wildlife  2000:  A  Plan  for  the  Future" 
is  a  part  of  the  policy  tier  of  BLM's  planning  system, 
which  is  described  in  general  response  2.  The  Medicine 
Bow-Divide  RMP  and  all  subsequent  wildlife  manage- 
ment plans  and  actions  must  be  consistent  with  that 
plan. 

2.  Please  see  general  response  5. 

3.  The  revised  WGFD  strategic  plan  for  big  game  had  not 
been  completed  when  the  draft  RfVIP/ElS  went  to  print. 
Therefore,  the  population  objectives  included  in  the 
draft  were  outdated  by  the  time  it  was  distributed  for  pub- 
lic comment.  The  revised  population  targets  and  man- 
agement objectives  have  been  included  in  the  proposed 
RMP  in  this  document. 

As  we  stated  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  one  of  our  objectives 
for  wildlife  habitat  is  to  provide  adequate  habitat  quality 
(food,  cover,  space,  and  water)  to  support  mutually 
agreed  upon  population  levels  established  in  the  WGFD 
strategic  plan.  That  objective  has  been  carried  forward 
into  the  proposed  plan  in  this  document. 

4.  The  management  direction  presented  in  the  proposed 
plan  is  based  on  activity  plans  in  existence  where  those 
plans  are  consistent  with  management  objectives  for  the 
plan.  Some  activity  plans  may  need  revision  to  be  con- 
sistent with  the  management  direction  established  in  the 
RMP.  New  activity  plans  will  be  necessary  to  implement 
someRMPdecisions.  Activity  plans  are  available  for  pub- 
lic review  and  will  be  developed  or  modified  with  appro- 
priate public  involvement.  In  some  cases,  this  public 
involvement  will  include  news  releases  and  public  meet- 
ings. 

We  will  keep  the  WGFD  informed  of  all  AMPs,  FMPs.  and 
HMPs  to  be  developed  or  modified  and  will  asl<  for  your 
agency's  input.  We  also  will  continue  to  do  this  for  numer- 
ous site-specific  projects  such  as  timber  sales  and  fenc- 
ing projects  as  in  the  past. 

5.  The  BLM  currently  has  procedures  in  effect  that  allow 
for  modification  of  existing  fences  on  public  land.  Any 
fences  that  are  not  in  conformance  with  management 
direction  and  that  present  an  unacceptable  impediment 
to  accomplishing  identified  resource  management  objec- 
tives would  be  considered  individually  for  modification. 
Where  problems  have  been  identified  and  the  proposed 
modification  conforms  with  existing  management  direc- 
tion, the  fence  would  be  modifii^d  following  consultation 
with  all  affected  parties,  including  WGFD  and  grazing 
permittees.  All  proposed  mciifications  must  comply 
with  existing  standards  or  approved  exceptions.- 

6.  Thank  you  for  bringing  this  information  to  our  attention. 

7.  Thank  you  for  bringing  this  information  to  our  attention. 
A  full  fire  suppression  designation  does  not  preclude  the 
use  of  prescribed  fire  for  purposes  such  as  improving 
crucial  wildlife  habitats.  The  intent  is  to  help  prevent  a 
loss  of  habitat  value  as  a  result  of  a  wildfire.  Please  refer 
to  the  Fire  Management  appendix  in  the  draft  EIS.  Pre- 
scribed fire  can  be  used  to  improve  wildlife  habitat  where 
appropriate,  regardless  of  the  fire  management  designa- 
tion. 

8.  The'proposed  plan  in  chapter  2  of  this  document  con- 
tains a  discussion  of  management  direction  and  intent 
for  all  areas  that  were  considered  for  ACEC  designation 
and  the  rationales  for  the  proposals  as  to  which  areas 
would  be  designated  ACECs.  In  addition  to  the  areas  pro- 
posed for  ACEC  designation  in  the  preferred  alternative 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  the  proposed  RMP  recommends 
ACEC  designation  for  the  Jep  Canyon  area,  which  en- 
compasses the  north  end  of  the  Baggs  elk  crucial  winter 
range. 
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The  overlapping  big  game  crucial  ranges  do  not  meet 
the  identification  criteria  of  relevance  and  importance 
necessary  for  ACEC  consideration.  However,  under  the 
proposed  RMP,  habitat  quality  in  overlapping  big  game 
crucial  ranges  would  be  maintained  by  intensive  manage- 
ment of  surface-disturbing  activities.  The  BLM  would 
consult  with  the  WGFD  concerning  proposals  involving 
surface  disturbance  in  these  areas.  Please  see  the  Wild- 
life section  of  the  proposed  plan,  chapter  2,  for  more 
detail. 

9.  The  revised  maps  were  not  available  when  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  went  to  print,  but  this  information  has  been  updated 
in  this  document. 

10.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  8  of  this  letter.  The 
areas  where  several  crucial  habitats  overlap  do  not  meet 
the  identification  criteria  of  relevance  and  importance 
necessary  for  ACEC  consideration.  Standard  manage- 
ment practices  to  be  carried  out  under  the  proposed 
RMP  would  ensure  maintenance  and  improvement  of 
high  priority  standard  wildlife  habitat  types  and  com- 
pliance with  mandates  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

Mineral  withdrawals  are  placed  on  areas  with  important 
values  that  cannot  be  adequately  protected  by  other 
means.  Our  authority  to  manage  surface  disturbance 
associated  with  mineral  exploration  and  development  is 
sufficient  to  maintain  habitat  quality  in  the  overlap  areas 
without  withdrawing  them  from  mineral  activities. 

11.  In  the  proposed  plan,  the  north  end  of  the  Baggs  elk  cru- 
cial winter  range  is  proposed  for  inclusion  in  the  pro- 
posed Jep  Canyon  ACEC.  This  includes  the  Atlantic  Rim 
area.  Under  the  proposed  RMP,  the  Northeast  Cow 
Creek  area  would  not  be  considered  further  for  coal  leas- 
ing. 

After  the  draft  RMP/EIS  went  to  print,  we  held  coordina- 
tion meetings  with  WGFD,  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation, 
National  Wildlife  Federation,  and  Union  Pacific 
Resources  concerning  potential  coal  development 
areas,  primarily  Atlantic  Rim.  The  committed  mitigations 
agreed  upon  at  those  meetings  are  included  in  the  Coal 
appendix  to  this  final  RMP/EIS. 

12.  We  recognize  that  the  bald  eagle  breeding  and  wintering 
habitat  identified  on  the  maps  provided  with  your  com- 
ments is  very  important.  The  BLM  and  the  USFWS  con- 
ducted a  biological  assessment  for  this  RMP  under  sec- 
tion 7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The  result  of  that 
consultation  was  a  finding  of  no  effect,  as  letter  173  in 
this  document  indicates. 

The  endangered  status  of  the  bald  eagle  ensures  that 
nesting  and  roosting  habitat  will  be  "red-flagged."  Any 
future  action  that  could  possibly  affect  threatened  and 
endangered  species  habitat  will  be  analyzed  in  a  site- 
specific  biological  assessment  in  consultation  with  the 
USFWS.  This  applies  both  to  BLM-initiated  actions  iden- 
tified in  activity  planning  and  to  actions  requested  by 
other  parties.  If  a  "may  effect"  determination  is  reached, 
mitigative  measures  adequate  to  protect  the  habitat 
would  be  developed  or  the  proposal  would  be  rejected. 

13.  The  objective  is  written  for  management  of  resources, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  raptors  within  defined  geo- 
graphic areas.  The  objective  addresses  other  resources 
in  addition  to  raptor  habitat.  A  part  of  the  objective  is 
to  maintain  the  productivity  of  nestitg  raptor  pairs. 

14.  The  well  to  which  you  refer  has  not  been  fully  aban- 
doned, so  there  has  been  no  effort  to  reclaim  the  site. 
Other  wells  in  the  same  area  and  in  other  areas  with  sim- 
ilar soils  have  been  successfully  reclaimed. 

1 5.  The  ten-year  allowable  harvest  level  under  the  proposed 
RMP  would  be  20  MMBF,  which  is  a  60%  increase  from 
the  present  established  level.  Reference  to  the  acceler- 
ated harvest  rate  of  16.5  MMBF  for  the  first  five  years  has 
been  dropped  from  the  proposed  plan.  Please  keep  in 


mind  that  the  actual  level  of  harvest  can  vary  from  year 
to  year  within  a  ten-year  period  in  response  to  insect 
activity.  Timber  is  not  always  cut  in  the  year  that  it  is  sold; 
it  may  be  sold  within  one  five-year  period,  but  the  actual 
harvest  might  be  spread  over  several  more  years. 

Our  annual,  five-year,  and  ten-year  timber  sale  plans 
identify  the  locations  of  our  future  sales.  This  informa- 
tion was  not  included  in  the  proposed  plan  because  the 
specifics  of  future  sales  often  change  because  of  new 
situations  or  conditions.  Updated  sale  plans  are  distrib- 
uted annually  at  BLM-WGFD  coordination  meetings. 
Our  most  recent  ten-year  timber  sale  plan  was  distrib- 
uted at  the  meeting  of  April  15,  1987.  That  particular  plan 
incorporated  the  preferred  alternative  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.  These  plans,  which  are  available  to  the  public  upon 
request,  identify  the  locations,  sizes,  harvesting  meth- 
ods, and  road  construction  needs  for  each  sale.  We  also 
solicit  WGFD  input  into  the  site-specific  environmental 
assessments  for  each  timber  sale.  Also  please  see 
general  response  2. 

16.  Additional  analysis  of  anticipated  impacts  on  wildlife 
has  been  included- in  this  final  document. 

17.  We  recognize  your  concern  over  additional  logging  on 
Shirley  Mountain.  During  the  preparation  of  EAs  for  any 
future  timber  sales  greater  than  250  MBF,  we  will  analyze 
cover/forage  ratios  and  road  densities.  Each  EA  will  con- 
tain descriptions  of  the  cumulative  impacts  associated 
with  the  past  harvesting  activity. 

The  Shirley  Mountains  forest  management  plan  will  be 
updated  soon,  and  the  WGFD  will  be  invited  to  partici- 
pate in  the  revision  of  this  activity  plan. 

18.  The  opportunity  exists  to  improve  bighorn  rh  -op  habitat 
in  the  areas  you  mention  through  prescribed  burning  or 
silvicultural  treatments.  Site-specific  opportunities  to 
improve  the  habitat  will  be  addressed  during  activity 
planning  in  forest  management  plans  and/or  habitat 
management  plans.  Currently,  there  is  no  timber  indus- 
try interest  in  these  areas.  However,  whenever  interest 
in  the  area  increases,  we  will  coordinate  with  WGFD  in 
designing  timber  cuts  to  improve  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

19.  The  proposed  plan  in  chapter  2  of  this  document  indi- 
cates that  all  public  lands  would  be  open  to  utility/ 
transportation  systems;  however,  it  also  says  that  spe- 
cific areas  identified  on  map  14  would  be  avoided.  These 
areas  include  riparian  areas,  high  priority  habitat,  and 
sage  grouse  strutting  grounds.  The  proposed  plan  fur- 
ther states  that  the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation 
guidelines  for  surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  ap- 
plied to  activities  related  to  utility/transportation  sys- 
tems to  profecfimportant  resource  values. 

Each  utility/transportation  project  that  might  be  pro- 
posed would  br  evaluated  through  environmental  anal- 
ysis that  would  identify  impacts  on  wildlife  habitat  and 
appropriate  mitigating  measures. 

20.  Please  see  general  response  9. 

21.  Acquiring  legal  access  typically  involves  obtaining  an 
easement  across  private  lands  to  public  lands.  Future 
opportunities  to  acquire  such  easements  are  unpredict- 
able. The  need  for  public  access  and  the  owners  of  pri- 
vate lands  may  change  over  time.  Throughout  the  plan- 
ning area,  there ,are  hundreds  of  landowners  with  lands 
adjacent  to  public  lands.  In  the  proposed  plan,  we  have 
identified  priority  areas  where  access  opportunities  will 
be  pursued-  The  BLM  is  committed  to  acquiring  and  pre- 
serving access  to  public  lands  where  practical. 

22.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comments  8  and  10  of  this 
letter. 

23.  No  additional  areas  are  proposed  lor  exclusion  of  live- 
stock grazing  in  the  proposed  plan,  although  several  are 
identified  for  special  attention  for  maintenance  of  wild- 
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life  habitat.  An  objective  of  the  proposed  plan  is  to  main- 
tain habitat  quality  in  overlapping  big  game  crucial  e 
ranges.  If  livestock  grazing  should  be  found  to  be  con- 
tributing to  unacceptable  impacts  on  habitat  in  these 
areas,  changes  in  grazing  management  would  be  consid- 
ered. The  BLM  would  consult  with  the  WGFD  concern- 
ing these  types  of  conflicts. 

24.  The  objective  statement  has  been  revised  for  the  pro- 
posed plan  in  chapter  2  of  this  document.  The  word  "wild- 
life" was  inadvertently  left  out  in  the  draft  flMP/ElS.  Also 
please  see  general  responses  4  and  S. 

25.  The  area  along  highway  789  to  which  you  refer  is  outside 
the  Medicine  Bow  grazing  EIS  area.  Livestock  grazing 
management  in  that  area  was  addressed  in  the  Divide 
Grazing  EIS  (USDI,  BLM  I9a3a,  1983b).  It  lies  within  an 
"I"  categoiy  allotment  in  which  actions  will  be  taKen  to 
address  management  problems.  Monitoring  data  are 
being  collected  on  the  area.  Also  please  see  general 
responses  4  and  8. 

26.  Please  see  general  response  7.  We  will  worK  with  WGFD 
personnel  to  identifying  riparian  areas  where  manage- 
ment actions  are  needed. 

27.  Please  see  general  responses  4  and  6. 

28.  Please  see  general  response  2.  We  agree  that  range  im- 
provement projects  have  the  potential  to  enhance  both 
wildlife  habitat  and  grazing. 

29.  The  committed  mitigations  that  were  agreed  upon  are 
included  in  the  Coal  appendix  to  this  final  document. 
Also  please  see  the  response  to  comment  1 1  of  this  let- 
ter. 

30.  Please  see  general  response  2.  The  Sierra  Madre  oil  and 
gas  proposal  is  a  site-specific  issue  and  is  not  appropri- 
ate for  analysis  at  the  HMP  planning  tier.  An  environmen-  ' 
tal  assessment  on  the  proposal  was  completea  in  the 
spring  of  1987.  The  BLM  and  the  USFWS  conducted  a 
biological  assessment  for  the  proposal  under  section  7 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The  biological  opinion 
of  the  USFWS  was  that  the  proposal  would  not  jeopar- 
dize the  continued  existence  of  the  bald  eagle  ana  that 
there  would  be  no  effect  on  peregrine  falcons  and  black- 
footed  ferrets.  The  biological  opinion  included  five  con- 
servation recommendations  with  which  BLM  agrees.  A 
copy  of  that  assessment  and  the  USFWS  response  is 
available  on  request. 

31.  The  recreation  areas  to  which  you  refer  are  relatively 
small  sites  of  high  public  value.  In  some,  there 'has  been 
a  substantial  investment  of  public  funds,  and  locataole 
mineral  development  could  easily  degrade  puolic 
values.  In  larger  areas,  such  as  overlapping  oig  game  cru- 
cial ranges,  our  authority  to  manage  surface  disturpance 
associated  with  mineral  exploration  and  develooment  is 
sufficient  to  maintain  habitat  Quality.  Also  please  see  the 
response  to  comment  10  of  this  letter. 

32.  The  proposed  RMP  identifies  only  the  general  location 
of  each  of  these  proposed  sites.  The  exact  locations  are 
yet  to  be  determined.  As  site  plans  are  developed,  the 
effects  of  the  developments  on  specific  wildlife  re- 
sources will  be  assessed.  We  will  coordinate  with  the 
WGFD  in  developing  these  site  plans. 

Since  the  draft  RMP/EIS  was  published,  we  have  com- 
pleted a  recreation  project  for  the  Jelm  Mountain  site. 
In  preparing  that  plan,  we  analyzed  recreation  neecs  and 
determined  that  a  campground  is  not  warrantee.  In- 
stead, the  Jelm  Mountain  site  would  be  developed  for 
day  use  only.  We  consulted  with  the  WGFD  on  the  pro|- 
ect  plan. 

Please  note  that  the  Battle  Mountain  site  is  not  included 
in  the  proposed  plan  in  chapter  2  of  this  document.  Field 
examination  revealed  that  there  are  no  suitable  sites  for 
a  campground  on  BLM-adminlstered  public  land  in  that 
area. 


33.  The  wildlife  habitat  and  fisheries  management  objec- 
tives have  been  rewritten  for  this  final  document.  THe 
new  objec^ves  appear  in  the  "Proposed  Plan"  section  of 
chapter  2,  under  "Wildlife  Habitat  and  Fisheries  Manage- 
ment." 

34.  Habitat  management  plans  will  address  site-specific  pre- 
scriptions, actions,  and  priorities.  Also  please  seen 
general  response  2. 

35.  Please  see  general  response  7. 

36.  Please  see  general  response  9.  The  proposed  RMP  iden- 
tifies the  need  to  consider  consolidating  public  land  to 
obtain  important  wildlife  habitat  areas  such  as  (a)  per- 
ennial streams,  lakes,  and  wetlands  {USFWS  also  has 
identified  this  as  a  priority);  (b)  raptor  concentration  ■ 
areas:  (c)  crucial  winter  range  for  bighorn  sheep,  elk. 
mule  deer,  or  antelope:  and  (d)  other  high  priority  hab- 
itats. We  will  consult  with  the  WGFO  on  any  disposal  or 
consolidation  actions. 

37.  The  purpose  of  the  fire  suppression  designation  "full  sup- 
pression with  management  options"  is  not  to  allow 
improvement  of  certain  areas  through  fire  management: 
rather,  it  is  to  restrict  the  use  of  cenain  equipment  that 
could  adversely  affect  the  area.  The  fire  suppression  des- 
ignations are  explained  more  fully  in  the  Fire  Manage- 
ment appendix,  page  325  in  the  draft  RMP/EiS.  Also 
please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  this  letter. 

38.  The  map  showing  sage  grouse  leks  has  been  revised.  It 
appears  as  map  47  in  cnapter  3  of  this  document. 

39.  Please  see  general  response  9, 

40.  Thank  you  for  bringing  this  information  to  our  attention. 

41.  The  Medicine  Bow  Forest  Plan  does  not  include  consid- 
eration of  recenf  increases  in  the  production  level  of  the 
Louisiana-Pacific  Corporation  mill  in  Saratoga.  Our  esti- 
mate that  the  demand  level  forsawtimberin  the  planning 
area  is  30  to  40  MMBF.  which  was  based  on  professional 
judgment,  does  include  consideration  of  this  increased 
mill  capacity.  All  timber  sales  advertised  in  the  planning 
area  in  the  past  ten  years  have  been  sold.  This,  along 
with  our  professional  estimate  of  demand,  indicates  that 
there  is  a  need  for  timber  from  BLM-administered  public 
land  in  the  planning  area.  Of  course,  demand  will  vary 
over  time. 

42.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  32  of  this  letter. 

43.  The  statement  did  not  say,  nor  was  it  meant  to  imply, 
that  all  species  of  wildlife  use  grass.  Rather  than  name 
individual  species,  the  writer  used  "wildlife"  in  the  broad- 
est sense:  "living  things  neither  human  nor  domesti- 
cated." The  reference  to  spring  probably  was  too  nar- 
row: thank  you  for  bringing  this  error  to  our  attention. 

44.  As  in  the  section  discussed  in  comment  43.  "wildlife" 
was  used  in  its  broadest  sense.  Possibly  some  soecies 
should  have  been  named  for  greater  precision.  Thank 
you  for  bringing  this  problem  to  our  attention. 

45.  Thank  you  for  this  additional  information. 

46.  As  table  17  on  page  173  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  shows,  the 
vegetation  type  identified  as  "barren"  is  associated  with 
thr6ewildlifehab!tattypes:limberpinewoodlano.  moun- 
tain mahogany,  and  baaland.  One  should  not  infer  from 
the  name  that  all  of  the  "barren"  vegetative  type  is  com- 
pletely without  vegetation. 

47.  We  recognize  that  inventory,  monitoring,  and  evaluation 
are  essential  management  functions  that  the  BL.M  needs 
to  carry  out  to  meet  its  long-term  commitments  in  the 
management  of  public  rangelands.  It  is  the  continuing 
policy  of  the  BLM  to  conduct  baseline  rangelana  inven- 
tories, assigning  priority  to  areas  with  the  greatest  need. 
The  timing  and  intensity  of  each  inventory  will  be  deter- 
mined during  activity  planning  on  the  basis  of  resource 
conditions  and  manaaement  needs. 
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48.  Please  see  general  response  7. 

49  There  are  more  than  374  vertebrate  species  in  the  plan- 
ning area.  Discussing  all  of  them  directly  would  be  vir- 
tually impossible,  as  well  as  inappropriate  at  the  RMP 
tier  of  our  planning  process  (see  general  response  2). 
Many  species  were  not  discussed  because  of  inadequate 
data,  lack  of  information  necessary  to  predict  impacts 
or  significance  of  impacts,  or  lack  of  public  interest.  Ef- 
fects on  species  that  were  directly  addressed  should  give 
some  indication  of  the  effects  on  other  species. 

Effects  on  important  standard  habitat  types  were  dis- 
cussed. Included  in  the  standard  habitat  types  are  the 
riparian  complexes  and  shrub  types  you  mention.  High 
priority  standard  habitat  types  support  a  much  greater 
diversity  of  species  than  do  those  with  low  priority;  there- 
fore, species  not  addressed  directly  would  be  affected 
most  by  effects  on  high  priority  habitat  types.  Effects  on 
the  standard  habitat  types  should  imply  effects  on  wild- 
life species  that  rely  on  them. 

50.  Most  of  your  suggestions  have  been  incorporated  into 
the  revised  table  (table  7  in  this  final  document).  How- 
ever, because  of  the  low  number  of  sightings  of  bald 
eagles  in  that  area,  we  do  not  agree  that  the  bald  eagle 
should  be  a  high  priority  species  for  management  on  the 
Laramie  Peak  Big  Game  winter  range.  It  would  be  more 
appropriate  to  consider  it  a  high  priority  species  in  the 
Laramie  Peak  HMP  area. 

51.  The  changes  you  suggest  have  been  made  in  this  final 
document. 

52  The  statement  you  cite  is  intended  as  a  generality  to  help 
describe  the  relative  values  of  the  standard  habitat  types. 
It  should  not  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  the  low  priority 
standard  habitat  types  will  be  categorically  assigned  to 
heavier  use.  Obviously,  where  these  types  compose  por- 
tions of  crucial  winter  ranges  (because  of  exposure, 
slope,  and  aspect)  they  have  a  very  high  value  to  wildlife 
in  that  they  provide  forage  and  cover  during  winter  peri- 
ods. 


57.  Thank  you  for  the  information.  Map  48  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  has  been  revised  for  this  document.  It  appears  as 
map  44  in  chapter  3. 

58.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  this  error.  The  title  should 
have  been  "Crucial  Elk  Habitat." 
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Thank  you  for  calling  this  oversight  to  our  attention.  A 
section  about  moose  has  been  added  to  chapter  3  in  this 
proposed  RMP/final  EIS,  and  map  43  in  that  chapter 
shows  the  herd  area  boundaries. 

54  The  standard  habitat  types  were  developed  to  enable  us 
to  approach  management  of  wildlife  habitat  by  ecosys- 
tem. This  approach  emphasizes  the  maintenance  or  mod- 
ification of  animal  species  richness  in  an  area  by  manip- 
ulation of  habitat  availability  and  through  the 
juxtaposition  of  habitat  types.  This  approach  can  com- 
plement (but  will  not  replace)  the  more  traditional  "man- 
agement by  featured  species,"  in  which  the  life  cycle  re- 
quirements of  animal  species  of  high  federal  or  state 
interest  are  considered  in  land  management  decisions. 

Data  used  in  the  development  of  the  standard  habitat 
types  indicated  that  51%  of  the  breeding  birds,  mam- 
mals, reptiles,  and  amphibians  in  the  resource  area  are 
found  on  only  6%  of  the  public  lands,  in  the  first  ten  high 
priority  standard  habitat  types  listed  on  table  4.  In  other 
words,  these  ten  standard  habitat  types  support  the 
greatest  species  diversity. 

We  realize  the  importance  of  crucial  winter  ranges  for 
big  game  species  and  will  protect  habitat  quality  in  those 
areas. 

55.  Thank  you  for  the  information.  Table  23  has  been  revised 
and  appears  as  table  4  in  chapter  2  of  this  document. 
The  footnote  you  mentioned  has  been  eliminated  in  the 
updated  table. 

56.  Map  47  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  has  been  revised  for  this 
document.  It  appears  as  map  42  in  chapter  3. 
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Thank  you  for  the  additional  information.  Map  54  has 
been  revised  and  appears  as  map  46  in  chapter  3  of  this 
proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

60.  Thank  you  for  the  updated  information.  The  corrections 
have  been  included  in  the  revised  map.  which  appears 
as  map  45  in  chapter  3  of  this  document. 

61.  Table  24  has  been  revised  and  appears  as  table  10  in 
chapter  3  of  this  document.  The  heading  of  column  4  has 
been  changed  to  read  "Acreage  of  Cruaal  Habitat  in  Plan- 
ning Area,"  and  acreages  and  objectives  have  been 
updated. 

62.  Thank  you  for  the  additional  information.  As  mentioned 
in  the  previous  response,  the  table  has  been  revised.  The 
new  information  you  provided  has  been  used  in  the  revi- 
sion (now  table  10). 

63.  Thank  you  forthis  information.  It,  too,  has  been  included 
in  the  revised  table  (table  10). 

64.  Thank  you  for  the  update  on  crucial  winter  ranges  for 
antelope  and  bighorn  sheep.  This  information  has  been 
incorporated  into  the  revision  of  table  25,  which  appears 
as  table  11  in  chapter  3  of  this  document. 

Further  discussions  with  the  local  WGFD  biologists  have 
revealed  that  a  total  of  15  sage  grouse  leks  have  been 
documented  on  public  land  in  the  Ferris-Seminoe  HMP 
area.  The  two  recently  discovered  leks  in  the  Red  Desert 
HMP  area  have  been  added  to  table  1 1  in  this  document. 

65.  The  40%:60%  cover  to  forage  ratio  is  applied  to  evalua- 
tion areas  of  of  3,000  acres  for  small  sales  and  up  to  5.000 
acres  for  large  ones.  The  40:60  cover  to  forage  ratio  is 
an  optimum  that  may  not  be  attainable  in  every  case.  The 
ratio  is  tailored  to  fit  individual  situations.  Additional 
analysis  concerning  timber  harvest  and  cover  to  forage 
ratios  is  included  in  this  final  document. 

In  areas  of  the  forest  fringe  where  fingers  of  timber  meet 
nontimbered  lands,  the  cover  to  forage  ratio  is  not  used 
for  evaluation.  Because  these  areas  can  be  very  impor- 
tant hiding  and  thermal  cover  for  animals  using  nontim- 
bered areas,  the  BLM.  in  consultation  with  the  WGFD, 
will  evaluate  the  effects  of  timber  harvest  in  such  areas 
case  by  case. 

66.  The  effects  of  timber  harvesting  are  discussed  under 
"Effects  on  Wildlife"  in  this  document.  Potential  effects 
such  as  those  you  mentioned  (including  cumuiaiive 
impacts)  will  be  analyzed  specifically  in  the  EAs  for  in- 
dividual timber  sales. 

67.  The  Encampment  Bighorn  Sheep  HMP  was  develooed 
in  1976  to  facilitate  the  reintroduction  of  bighorn  sneep. 
The  existing  HMP.  wnich  was  prepared  specifically  to 
cover  management  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  eventually 
will  be  incorporated  into  the  HMP  for  the  Saratoga  Valley 
HMP  area.  At  that  time  the  HMP  will  be  expanded  to 
include  enhancement  opportunities  for  elk,  mule  aeer, 
and  other  wildlife  species  in  the  Encampment  River  Can- 
yon as  well  as  for  those  in  the  upper  North  Platte  River 
Valley. 

SomeconfusionabouttheorganizationofthedraftRMP/ 
EIS  is  evident  in  several  comments  pertaining  to  various 
HMP  areas.  The  wildlife  section  of  chapter  3  begins  on 
page  180;  the  "Big  Game"  subhead  to  that  section 
appears  on  page  186.  Under  "Big  Game."  the  section  on 
elk  begins  on  page  187.  Because  several  pages  of  maps 
and  tables  follow  the  Elk"  subhead,  it  may  not  have  oeen 
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evident  to  some  readers  that  the  "Elk"  section  continues 
on  page  199,  with  funher  subheads  indicating  discus- 
sion of  the  different  HMP  areas.  A  complete  outline  of 
the  big  game  portion  of  the  wildlife  and  fisheries  section 
would  appear  asfollows: 

Wildlife  and  Fisheries  (180) 
Wildlife  (180) 
Introduction  (180) 
Wildlife  Habitat  (183) 
Big  Game  (186) 
Elk  (187) 
Baggs  HMP  Area  (199) 
Ferris-Seminoe  HMP  Area  (199) 
Shirley  Mountain  HMP  Area  (200) 
Encampment  Bighorn  Sheep  HMP  Area  (200) 
Saratoga  Valley  HMP  Area  (Proposed)  (200) 
Laramie  Peak  HMP  Area  (Proposed)  (200) 
Jelm  Mountain  HMP  Area  (Proposed)  (201) 
Wick  Elk  Winter  Area  (201) 
Pennock  Mountain  Elk  Winter  Range  (201) 
Bighorn  Sheep  (201) 
Deer  (202) 

Pronghorn  Antelope  (202) 
Upland  Game  Birds(l86)  and  so  on. 

As  can  be  seen  from  this  outline,  separate  subheads  for 
other  big  game  species  follow  the  "Elk"  section  (begin- 
ning with  "Bighorn  Sheep"  on  page 201 ).  However,  those 
sections  were  not  large  enough  to  warrant  further  sub- 
divisions by  area  discussed. 

The  additional  information  you  provided  in  your  com- 
ments 67  through  72  has  been  added  to  chapter  3  of  this 
document,  each  in  the  section  pertaining  to  the  appro- 
priate species. 

68.  Please  see  paragraphs  2,  3.  4  and  5  of  the  response  to 
comment  67  of  this  letter. 

59.  Please  see  paragraphs  2,  3,  4  and  5  of  the  response  to 
comment  67  of  this  letter  regarding  the  organization  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The  memorandum  of  understanding 
between  the  WGFD.  the  FS,  and  the  BLM  was  finalized 
after  the  draft  RMP/EIS  went  to  print.  Information  about 
that  agreement  is  included  in  the  "Bighorn  Sheep  '  sec- 
tion of  chapter  3  of  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

70.  Please  see  paragraphs  2,  3,  4  and  5  of  the  response  to 
comment  67  of  this  letter  regarding  the  organization  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

71.  Please  seethe  response  to  comment  65  of  this  letter  and 
paragraphs  2.  3.  4  and  5  of  the  response  to  comment  67 
regarding  the  organization  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

We  will  pursue  opportunities  to  enhance  big  game  winter 
ranges  and  transition  ranges  through  timoer  narvest 
where  such  opportunities  exist. 

72.  Please  see  paragraphs  2.  3.  4  and  5  of  the  response  to 
comment  57  of  this  letter  regarding  the  organization  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

73.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  this  additional  information. 

74.  Much  of  the  additional  information  you  providea  has 
bean  incorporated  into  the  "Pronghorn  Antelope'  sec- 
tion in  chapter  3  of  this  document. 

75.  This  information  has  been  added  to  the  "Sage  Grouse" 
section  in  chapter  3  of  this  document. 

76.  Map  56  has  been  revised  and  appears  in  chapter  3  of  this 
document  as  map  47. 

77.  Map  57  has  been  revised  and  appears  in  chapter  2  of  this 
document  as  map  8. 

78.  A  revised  "Bald  Eagle"  section  appears  in  chapter  3  of 
this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 


79.  A  revised  "Mountain  Lion"  section  appears  in  chaoter  3 
of  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS.  cnapter  3 

^°-  J^H  tH''^'"''K  ^'°^°'^^ '°  ^""=^  '/°"  ^s'e^  is  preliminary 
and  the  exchange  may  never  occur.  Forthls  reason  ana^: 
ysis  of  the  proposal  as  part  of  the  proposed  plan  would 
be^m^appropnate.  Also  please  see  general  responses  2 

81.  The  calculation  of  the  long-term  sustained  yield  capac- 
ity level  (26  MMBF)  included  only  the  cornmerc;a/  fo'e- 
stlands  that  were  inventoried  from  1977  to  1981  This 
comprises  about  26,175  acres  of  forestland,  or  about 

25%  of  the  entire  forestland  acreage  in  the  planning  area 
Other  resource  needs  were  considered  in  this  calcula- 
tion, panicularly  the  need  for  buffer  zones  in  riparian 
areas. 

In  all  alternatives  that  were  considered  in  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS,  85.228  acres  of  forestland  would  have  been  man- 
aged to  enhance  other  uses,  and  forest  management 
would  have  been  specifically  tailored  to  benefit  other 
identified  resource  values  or  uses.  (Aspen  and  other  non- 
commercial species  are  includea  in  this  category.) 

82.  The  BLM  measures  the  demand  or  interest  in  private  ac- 
quisition of  public  lands  by  monitoring  requests  to  pur- 
chase or  exchange  lands  from  private  individuals.  Pro- 
jected needs  also  are  discussed  with  municipal  and 
county  planning  departments  and  state  planning  and 
development  agencies.  These  indicators  have  been  mon- 
itored for  the  past  14  years. 

83.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1 1  of  this  letter.  The 
assumption  that  reclamation  would  be  accomplished  12 
years  after  the  end  of  mine  life  is  a  general  assumption 
based  on  typical  settings  in  this  coal  region.  It  was  taken 
from  the  Green  River-Hams  Fork  Round  II  Regional  Coal 
EIS  (USDI.  BLM  I9a0a,  1980b). 

84.  It  is  and  has  been  our  objective  to  improve  reclamation 
methods  and  results  in  the  planning  area.  Reclamation 
IS  a  dynamic  process,  and  methocs  are  changeo  as  new 
data  are  evaluated.  We  have  learned  from  the  unsuc- 
cessful efforts  as  well  as  from  the  successful  ones. 

The  estimate  of  three  to  five  years  to  accomoiish  the 
stated  degree  of  reclamation  is  basea  on  our  past  expe- 
rience. It  IS  our  best  estimate.  We  realize  that  concitions 
vary  greatly  and  that  it  takes  more  effort  to  reclaim  some 
sites  than  others, 

85.  The  Sage  Creek  Basin  is  a  prime  example  of  wnat  is 
meant  by  the  statement  on  page  223  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
tlS  concerning  watershed  conoitions  of  large  tracts  of 
mixed  lanaownership  upstream.  The  Sage  Cree.<  basin 
IS  highly  eroaible  by  nature  of  its  ceology,  ana  it  would 
produce  enough  sediment  with  no  livestock  grazing  on 
public  lanes  to  cause  the  same  effect  on  fisheries  The 
clay  sediment  from  the  basin  has  electrically  charged 
particles  that  do  not  settle  out  ana  therefore  must  be 

lushed  through  before  the  river  wiil  clear.  Althougn  silt 
from  Sage  CreeK  does  affect  the  North  Platte  River  the 
problem  is  that  the  river  becomes  ,jnfishable  not  that 
It  becomes  unproauctive.  In  fact,  the  North  Platte  River 
below  Sage  Creek  is  quite  productive  in  terms  of  both 
aquatic  insects  and  game  fish. 

86.  Our  experience  (and  that  of  others  cited  in  the  draft  doc- 
ument) inoicates  that  rest,  change  in  season  of  use  or 
other  maior  grazing  management  c.ianges  would  have 
to  be  implemented  for  consequential  fisneries  benefits 
A  moderate  cnange  would  be  about  a  20%  change  m  the 
number  or  cattle:  a  minor  change  wouia  be  aoout  5S  to 
10%. 

87.  We  agree  that  a,;sr  would  have  been  a  preferable  'erm 
to  descrioe  the  effect  of  pine  beetle  infestation. 
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88.  Possibly  region  was  a  misleading  word,  in  this  case,  it 
can  be  interpreted  to  be  synonymous  with  the  planning 
area. 

We  agree  that  a  mine  site  is  only  one  of  several  devel- 
opments associated  with  coal  mining  that  can  affect  wild- 
life habitat.  The  Wildlife  appendix  to  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
contains  a  discussion  of  the  effects  of  coal  mining,  in- 
cluding auxiliary  facilities,  access  routes,  and  avoidance 
zones. 

89.  The  Wild  Horse  Draw  area  has  been  dropped  from  fur- 
ther consideration  for  coal  leasing.  Mitigative  measures 
to  protect  sage  grouse  in  the  China  Butte  area  are 
included  in  the  coal  appendix  to  this  document.  The  mea- 
sures include  provisions  to  prohibit  surface  disturbance 
in  some  areas,  seasonal  occupancy  restrictions,  and 
coordination  with  the  WGFD  in  relocation  of  any  lek  that 
would  be  disturbed  by  a  mine  pit. 

90.  A  revised  section  on  the  effects  on  raptors  from  coal  min- 
ing appears  in  chapter  4  of  this  document  under  "Effects 
on  Wildlife  and  Fisheries." 

91.  The  paragraph  to  which  you  refer  has  been  revised  for 
chapter  4  of  this  document. 

92.  In  the  Coal  appendix  to  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS,  the 
section  on  multiple-use  conflict  evaluation  contains  a 
provision  under  "Wildlife  Habitat"  that  requires  that 
when  crucial  wildlife  habitat  is  disturbed,  reclamation 
will  ensure  replacement  of  that  habitat  "in  kind." 

93.  Table  31  has  been  revised  and  appears  in  chapter  4  of 
this  document  as  table  13.  The  acreage  figures  for  cru- 
cial winter  ranges  for  antelope  and  bighorn  sheep  and 
those  for  breeding/nesting  habitat  for  sage  grouse  and 
sharp-tailed  grouse  were  updated  with  information 
received  from  the  WGFD  during  the  comment  period.  A 
review  of  additional  sage  grouse  information  in  your  let- 
ter indicates  that  information  is  inconsistent  with  data 
we  received  for  table  13.  Apparently  leks  on  land  other 
than  BLM-managed  public  land  were  included  in  the  let- 
ter. Table  13  pertains  only  to  leks  and  nesting  habitat  on 
public  lands. 

The  information  about  newly  discovered  leks  in  the 
Ferris-Seminoe  and  Red  Desert  HMP  areas  has  been 
included  in  this  document. 

94.  The  statement  to  which  you  refer  says  that  "most  ofthese 
withdrawals  ...  do  not  include  large  amounts  of  crucial 
or  important  habitats . . ."  (emphasis  added).  You  are  cor- 
rect in  saying  that  the  Morgan  Creek  unit  is  important 
to  mule  deer  and  bighorn  sheep:  however,  that  uni.  is 
managed  cooperatively  by  the  BuRec  and  the  WGFD, 
not  by  the  BLM. 

The  approximate  acreage  of  crucial  winter  habitat  for 
mule  deer  and  antelope  has  been  revised  in  this  pro- 
posea  RMP/final  EIS.  Lambing  habitat  for  bighorn  sheep 
is  found  almost  exclusively  in  the  Morgan  Creek  unit. 

95.  Using  additional  information  provided  by  local  WGFD 
biologists,  we  have  reviewed  the  estimated  acreage  of 
sage  grouse  breeding/nesting  habitat  that  could  be  lost 
to  uranium  mining.  The  revised  acreage  figures  appear 
in  chapter  4  of  this  document  under  "Uranium"  in  the 
section  describing  the  effects  on  wildlife  from  minerals 
actions. 

96.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  87  of  this  letter. 

97.  We  have  not  made  a  determination  of  significance  here; 
we  have  merely  stated  that  available  forage  would  be 
reduced  by  less  than  1%  of  the  active  preference.  As  is 
stated  on  the  same  page  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  (page 
246),  some  individual  livestock  operations  could  be 
directly  affected  by  a  management  action  for  lands  and 
minerals.  The  exact  location  and  extent  of  future  lands 
and  minerals  actions  cannot  be  predicted.  The  actual 
loss  of  forage  as  a  result  of  individual  actions  and  the 


impact  on  livestock  grazing  and  wildlife  would  be  con- 
sidered case  by  case. 

98.  You  are  correct  in  saying  that  closing  Como  Bluff  to  leas- 
ing should  not  be  listed  as  a  wildlife  action. 

The  cost  of  increased  mitigation  efforts  is  correctly 
included  as  an  effect  on  the  availability  of  oil  and  gas 
resources.  The  effects  of  alternative  managemeni 
actions  are  analyzed  in  the  RMP/EIS.  In  this  case  more 
intensive  mitigation  is  required  in  some  areas  than  under 
other  alternatives.  Requirements  for  intensive  mitigation 
efforts  vary  among  the  alternatives. 

99.  Thank  you  for  the  clarification.  The  section  to  which  you 
refer  contains  a  discussion  of  a  likely  "scenario"  of  the 
effects  that  would  have  resulted  if  Alternative  B  had  been 
selected  as  the  proposed  plan.  If  large  expanses  of 
timber  in  forest  fringe  habitats  were  killed  by  mountain 
pine  beetles,  deer  and  elk  use  of  the  areas  would 
decrease.  Use  of  the  area  by  wildlife  species  dependent 
on  eartiersuccessional  vegetation  types  would  increase. 

100.  The  information  you  sent  has  provided  useful  bacK- 
ground  for  the  rewritten  sections  of  chapter  4  of  this  doc- 
ument on  the  effects  on  wildlife  from  livestock  grazing 
management  actions. 

101.  An  assessment  of  effects  on  antelope  in  the  North  I  ndian 
Springs  area  has  been  included  in  chapter  4  of  this  final 
document.  Although  mule  deer  and  elk  also  are  found 
in  the  area,  we  have  determined  that  effects  on  those  spe- 
cies would  be  insignificant  and  do  not  warrant  discus- 
sion. 

102.  Seeding  is  discussed  under  "Land  Treatments"  on  page 
375  in  the  Livestock  Grazing  appendix  to  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS,  The  use  of  native  or  introduced  species  or  a  com- 
bination would  be  determined  for  a  particular  land  treat- 
ment during  activity  planning  for  that  action. 

103.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  this  inadvertent  omission. 
The  Baggs  crucial  winter  range  for  elk  was  so  identified 
in  many  locations  in  the  draft  document.  We  believe  we 
have  been  more  specific  in  all  mentions  of  this  area  in 
this  final  document. 

104.  Please  see  paragraph  2  of  the  response  to  comment  98 
of  this  letter. 

105.  Local  densities,  access,  and  hunting  quality  in  the  Indian 
Springs  tracts  should  not  be  affected  because  there 
would  not  be  a  large  amount  of  acreage  affected  at  any 
one  time. 

We  agree  that  development  in  the  Atlantic  Rim  area 
could  have  indirect  adverse  effects  on  the  northern  seg- 
ment of  the  Baggs  elk  herd  and  therefore  indirect  effects 
on  hunting  quality.  This  information  is  reflected  in  the 
discussion  of  the  Atlantic  Rim  under  the  section  on 
effects  on  wildlife  from  minerals  actions  in  chapter  4  of 
this  document. 

106.  The  areas  proposed  for  seeding  are  in  the  Sullivan  ana 
Chalk  Hills/Dry  Creek  allotments.  See  table  LVGH-AP-4 
in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  for  estimated  acreages  proposed 
for  treatment  in  each  allotment. 

The  area  in  the  Sullivan  allotment,  which  was  identified 
during  operator  consultation,  is  south  and  west  of  the 
Shirley  Basin  highway.  The  condition  class  of  the  site 
is  believed  to  be  so  low  that  other  management  tecn- 
niques  would  not  improve  the  condition. 

The  area  proposed  for  treatment  in  the  Chalk  Hills/Dry 
Creek  allotment  is  in  Albany  County,  approximately  2  to 
4  miles  east  of  the  petrified  forest  in  Carbon  County. 
Soils  in  the  area  are  relatively  poor,  and  the  treatment 
would  be  done  to  reduce  erosion.  The  exact  locations 
and  acreages,  the  methoas  of  treatment,  and  the  poten- 
tial environmental  effects  of  the  treatments  would  be 
determined  during  activity  planning  for  each  site. 
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107.  The  intent  of  the  statement  in  the  ■■Soils.  Water  and  Air" 
section  on  page  272  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  was  to  indicate 
that  If  mining  snouid  take  place  in  the  steep-sloped  Jep 
Canyon,  Snowshoe  Canyon,  and  Hay  Gulch,  it  would  be 
unlikely  that  predisturbance  vegetation  could  be 
replaced.  We  should  have  expressed  this  more  clearly 
In  the  section  on  wildlife  (page  277),  it  was  assumea  that 
mining  activity  would  not  be  allowed  in  those  areas  so 
the  projected  success  of  reclamation  was  different. 

In  this  final  document,  the  section  on  effects  on  soils 
water,  and  air  in  chapter  4  contains  a  sentence  about  pro- 
tection of  aspen  patches  in  the  major  drainages.  As  is 
indicated  in  the  revised  coal  appendix  included  in  this 
document,  such  areas  would  be  protected  from  disturb- 
ance  by  mining  or  related  support  facilities.  This  would 
protect  the  hydrologic  integrity  of  thedrainages  in  which 
the  aspen  patches  occur,  and  it  would  reduce  effects  on 
the  elk  herd. 

108.  The  committed  mitigations  described  in  the  Coal  appen- 
dix would  provide  an  adequate  migration  corridor  for  elk 
to  the  north  end  of  Atlantic  Rim.  Therefore  the  effect 
would  be  minimal. 

The  discussion  about  displacement  of  elk  to  adjacent 
aspen  stands  has  been  modified  in  the  section  aoout 
Atlantic  Rim  in  chapter  4  of  this  document  m  the 
"Leasable  Minerals— Coal"  section  of  ■'Effects  on  Wild- 
life and  Fisheries." 

109.  The  areas  involved  are  identified  on.  maps  25  26  and 
27  in  chapter  2  of  this  document.  Under  Alternative  0 
in  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  exclusion  of  livestock  grazing  was 
proposed  in  1,120  acreaof  the  Baggot  Rocks  area.  Under 
that  alternative;  AMPs  would  have  been  developed  in  the 
rest  of  the  areas  shown  on  the  maps  ( 1 2.020  acres)  How- 
ever, in  the  proposed  plan  (see  chapter  2)  all  13  UQ 
acres  are  identified  for  special  attention  for  maintenance 
of  wildlife  habitat.  The  primary  objective  for  these  AMPs 
would  be  to  maintain  and  enhance  crucial  winter  range 
for  wildlife. 

110.  AMPs  will  be  developed  for  allotments  in  the  ■'r  cate- 
gory. Conflicts  with  wildlife  habitat  management  objec- 
tives was  a  factor  in  placing  many  of  these  allotments 
into  that  category. 

Under  the  proposed  RMP,  overlapping  crucial  winter 
ranges  would  be  managed  to  maintain  the  habitat  quality 
of  the  areas.  If  conflicts  between  livestock  grazingand 
maintenance  of  habitat  quality  in  the  overlapping  crucial 
winter  ranges  were  discovered,  actions  would  be  taken 

toaddresstheconflictswithinfundingandworkforcelim- 
itations. 

111.  We  will  continue  to  coordinate  with  the  WQFO  on  ranae 
treatments  and  timber  cuts. 

112.  Please  see  general  responses  4,  6,  and  7. 

113.  Please  see  general  responses  4.  6.  and  7.  We  oroject  that 
the  additional  forage  produced  on  clearcuts  would  be 
allocated  in  the  same  manner  as  other  aaditionai  foraae 
The  figure  has  been  corrected  to  2,737  AUMs  in  this  final 
document. 

114.  Please  see  general  response  7. 
lis.  Please  see  general  response  5. 

116.  The  map  of  raptor  concentration  areas  has  been  revisea 
It  appears  as  map  3  in  chapter  2  of  this  document 

117.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  116  of  this  letter. 

118.  A  discussion  of  the  rationale  for  proposed  decision  on 
ACECs  appears  in  chapter  2  of  this  document  under 

The  Proposed  Plan'^  near  the  end  of  the  section  on  areas 
considered  for  ACEC  designation.  The  Seminoe  and 
Shamrock  Hills  RCAs  contain  the  highest  past  and  pre- 


sent concentrations  of  nesting  ferruainoi,,  h,  , 
planning  area.  This  species,  a  ■'catego^  2^-  c/n'^'^f  '"  '^« 
threatened  or  endangered  status  is  verv  =  ^^^® '°'' 
human  disturbance.  Special  attention  to  Zn^a^T^  *° 
the  habitat  in  these  areas  would  greatly  enhan^r"*  °' 
tus  of  the  species.  (Category  1 , 1,  and^  canq^dme'sf " 
cies  are  defined  in  the  Glossary  of  the  draft  RMP/eTs  ^ 

119.  The  100-foot  buffer  for  riparian  areas  was  established 
for  the  recalculation  of  the  allowable  harvest  level  it  win 
be  used  as  a  guideline  in  project  design;  the  actual  3iz» 
may  vary,  depending  on  conditions.  As  is  stated  in  the 
Forestry  appendix  to  the  draft  RMP/EiS.  the  minimum 
size  of  the  buffer  zone  would  be  1 00  feet,  and  this  could 
be  increased  if  conditions  warranted  a  larger  buffer  Ad- 
justments to  buffer  zone  sizes  are  site  specific  and  would 
be  determined  through  environmental  analysis  for  each 
timber  sale. 

120.  Raptor  habitat  is  identified  during  the  environmental 
analysis  for  each  timber  sale.  The  BLM  area  wildlife  biol- 
ogist determines  whether  some  part  of  the  han/esting 
activity  could  affect  raptor  habitat,  then  makes  a  recom- 
mendation to  the  authorized  officer  (the  area  manager) 
who  then  makes  a  decision.  This  process  also  applies 
If  new  raptor  nests  are  discovered  during  actual  han/est 
activities.  We  will  continue  to  involve  the  WGFD  in  the 
environmental  analysis  of  proposed  timber  sales. 

121.  Management  of  overlapping  crucial  winter  ranges  was 
discussed  in  the  responses  to  comment  3  and  comment 
1 10  of  this  lener.  Conflicts  with  wildlife  habitat  manage- 
ment objectives  were  a  factor  in  placing  many  of  the  "l"' 
allotments  into  that  category.  However,  for  many  of  the 
overlapping  crucial  winter  ranges,  no  such  conflicts 
were  identified.  Recategorization  can  be  done  in  the 
future,  It  warranted.  We  would  like  to  continue  to  work 
with  the  WGFD  in  identifying  problem  areas  and  estab- 
lishing priorities  for  addressing  them. 

122.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  8  of  letter  98. 

123.  Snow  fence  placed  adjacent  to  livestock  water  pits  or 
reservoirs  would  be  constructed  to  the  standards  of  the 
Wyoming  Highway  Department.  Also  please  see  the 
response  to  comment  102  of  this  letter. 

124.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  5  of  this  letter  It 
IS  BLM  policy  that  all  renewable  resource  improvements 
and  treatments  must  be  constructed  to  BLM  standards 
unless  specific  analyses  indicate  that  modifications  or 
exceptions  are  justified.  Flexibility  for  deviation  from  the 
fencing  standards  forspecificresource  management  rea- 
sons may  be  permitted  individually.  Minor  deviations 

rom  BLM  standards  must  be  documented  m  the  proiect 
lie.  Substantial  departure  from  BLM  sianaards  is  ana- 
lyzed in  site-specific  environmental  analyses  and  coor- 
dinated with  interested  parties,  incluaing  the  WGFD. 

1 25.  In-stream  structures  can  be  effective  tools  for  improvinn 
stream  zones  and  riparian  systems.  The  need  for 
in-stream  structures  in  specific  stretcnes  of  stream 
would  be  Oetermined  during  activity  planning. 

All  troughs  will  include  escape  ramps. 

126.  We  feel  the  projected  growth  rate  is  a  reasonable  one 
for  purposes  of  analysis.  Any  projection  of  future  rates 
Of  oil  and  gas  activity  is  subject  to  challenge  since 
nobody  can  predict  the  future  with  any  certainty  An- 
other commenter  said  our  proiection  was  too  high  The 
data  points  are  so  scattered  that  a  wide  variety  of  growth 
rates  would  be  within  the  confidence  limits  of  a  linear 
regression,  so  that  technique  is  not  consicered  particu- 
larly useful  tor  projecting  future  activities. 

Many  unpredictable  factors  can  influence  the  rate  of  oil 
and  gas  activities,  including  market  prices,  international 
political  relations,  or  discovery  of  a  major  hydrocarbon 
reservoir. 


187 


127.  By  definition,  lands  within  KGSs  are  more  likely  to  be 
developed  than  lands  outside  KGSs.  Even  so.  it  is  not 
reasonable  to  think  that  every  acre  within  every  KGS  will 

•  be- developed  or  that  all  development  will  occur  at  the 
same  time.  Development  will  occur  over  a  long  time  and 
will  proceed  with  regulation  of  spacing,  reclamation,  and 
consideration  of  other  values. 

128.  The  federal  drainage  program  is  mandated  by  law.  Dis- 
turbance resulting  from  this  program  has  been  minimal 
in  the  past  and  is  expected  to  remain  minimal  in  the 
future. 

129.  Because  of  a  need  to  address  watershed  problems,  the 
critical  watersheds  have  been  identified  as  needing  man- 
agement above  and  beyond  standard  management  prac- 
tices. Watershed  problems  or  potential  problems  that 
cannot  be  mitigated  through  standard  management  prac- 
tices are  not  known  to  be  present  in  other  areas. 

Obviously,  the  establishment  of  priority  for  critical 
watersheds  for  intensive  reclamation  does  not  mean  that 
disturbances  in  other  areas  would  not  be  reclaimed. 
Miles  of  roads  to  be  reclaimed  and  specific  schedules 
will  be  determined  during  activity  planning,  after  the  crit- 
ical watersheds  have  been  inventoried. 

130.  The  practices  you  mention  most  certainly  could  be  used, 
and  it  is  likely  thatthey  would  be  prescribed  where  appro- 
priate as  a  result  of  AMP  or  HMP  development.  Manage- 
ment actions  to  control  erosion  and  improve  water 
quality  are  not  limited  to  those  specifically  listed  in  the 
proposed  plan. 

131.  Stipulations  are  developed  for  surface-disturbing  activ- 
ities during  site-specific  analyses.  If  a  restriction  is  nec- 
essary to  provide  adequate  protection  for  a  resource 
value  such  as  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas,  it  will  be 
applied  to  theactivity.  This  document  contains  an  appen- 
dix detailing  the  revised  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitiga- 
tion guidelines.  The  wildlife  mitigation  guideline  in  the 
revised  appendix  includes  seasonal  restrictions  for  bir- 
thing areas  for  big  game;  it  is  not  limited  to  elk  calving 
alone. 

132.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  this  error.  The  intent  was  to 
say  that  some  of  the  losses  would  be  of  shorter  duration 
than  others. 

133.  As  with  locatable  mineral  withdrawals,  areas  are  closed 
to  oil  and  gas  leasing  only  when  they  contain  important 
values  that  cannot  be  adequately  protected  by  other 
means.  Our  authority  to  manage  surface  disturbance 
associated  with  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development 
is  sufficient  to  maintain  habitat  quality  in  the  pli^nnmg 
area. 

We  recognize  that  oil  and  gas  activities  do  have  the  poten- 
tial to  affect  wildlife  habitat  greatly.  All  oil  and  gas  leases 
are  issued  with  stipulations  to  protect  surface  values, 
including  wildlife  habitat.  If  analysis  of  exploration  or 
development  proposals  indicates  that  effects  on  habitat 
would  be  unacceptable,  these  stipulations  can  be 
enforced  to  protect  wildlife  habitat  values. 

134.  We  agree  that  not  all  parturition  areas  have  been  iden- 
tified and  that  they  change  over  time.  Obviously, 
reduced  survival  of  young  elk  or  bighorn  sheep  could 
occur  in  areas  not  yet  identified,  as  well  as  in  known  par- 
turition areas.  Thank  you  tor  pointing  out  this  informa- 
tion. 

135.  The  proposed  plan  identifies  the  general  types  of  habitat 
improvement  projects  projected  for  each  HMP  area.  Spe- 
cific proiects  and  their  locations  will  be  identified  during 
activity  planning  (preparation  of  HMPs).  The  HMPs  also 
will  establish  priorities  and  schedules  for  implementa- 
tion. Implementation  schedules  are  subject  to  funding 
and  workforce  limitations.  The  WGFD  will  be  consulted 
for  input  into  the  HMPs. 


136.  Please  see  general  response  1. 

137.  Please  see  general  response  1. 

138.  Please  see  general  response  1. 

139.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  84  of  this  iener. 

140.  Under  the  proposed  plan,  oil  and  gas  resources  would 
be  managed  through  application  of  the  Wyoming  3LM 
standard  mitigation  guidelines  with  special  emphasis  on 
protecting  other  resource  values,  including  wildlife  nab- 
itat  in  specific  areas.  This  is  consistent  with  national  pol- 
icy of  making  of  energy  resources  available  for  develop- 
ment and  the  principle  of  multiple-use  management  of 
the  public  lands. 

141.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  11  of  this  letter. 

142.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  25.  The  ~ 
island  the  white  pelicans  occupy  is  Bureau  of  Reclama- 
tion acquired  land;  therefore,  it  is  not  available  for  min- 
eral development. 

143.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  118  of  this  letter. 

144.  Your  suggestion  will  be  considered  along  with  other 
options  when  existing  FMPs  are  updated.  The  WGFD  will 
be  Invited  to  participate  in  revision  of  our  FMPs.  The  first 
to  be  revised  will  be  the  Shirley  Mountains  FMP. 

145.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  19  of  this  letter. 

146.  Please  see  general  response  9. 

147.  In  general,  we  agree  that  access  to  the  Continental 
Divide  National  Scenic  Trail  is  important:  however,  the 
actual  route  of  the  trail  has  yet  to  be  identified.  Primary 
and  secondary  routes  will  be  identified  in  the  RAMP  for 
the  Continental  Divide  National  Scenic  Trail,  and  at  that 
time  specific  access  needs  can  be  determined.  Until 
then,  it  is  appropriate  that  other  access  needs  receive 
a  higher  priority. 

148.  Please  see  general  response  10. 

149.  Withdrawal  review  is  scheduled  for  FY  88  and  FY  89. 
During  this  review,  the  BLM  must  determine  wnether 
each  withdrawal  is  needed  for  the  purpose  tor  which  it 
was  originally  placed  in  effect.  For  public  water  reserves, 
this  means  the  water  source  must  be  capable  of  sucport- 
ing  domestic  or  agricultural  uses.  Also  please  see 
general  response  10. 

150.  Please  see  general  response  10. 

151.  As  we  stated  on  page  11  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  the  ran- 
geland  management  program  is  needed  so  that  the  BLM 
can  manage  public  lands  and  resources  properly.  It  is 
also  needed  to  stabilize  the  livestock  industry  that  is 
dependent  on  public  lands  and  to  provide  for  orderly 
use,  improvement,  development,  and  reclamation  of  pub- 
lic lands  for  livestock  grazing  consistent  with  muitiple- 
use  management  objectives.  Alternatives  aeveioped 
with  consideration  of  management  actions  solely  tor  one 
use  would  not  be  consistent  with  our  multiple-use  man- 
date and  would  not  be  reasonable  alternatives.  The 
range  improvements  presented  in  the  RMP/EiS  all 
include  consideration  of  other  resource  values. 

152.  BLM  policy  requires  that  any  changes  or  adjustments 
to  active  preference  be  based  on  monitoring,  evaluation, 
and  consultation  with  all  affected  parties.  Therefore,  the 
livestock  grazing  level  in  all  alternatives  would  start  at 
the  active  preference  level  and  would  then  be  aciusted 
on  the  basis  of  data  acquired  through  monitoring. 

153.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  105  of  this  latter. 

154.  Please  see  general  response  10. 

155.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  36  of  this  letter. 
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156.  The  ORV  designation  for  the  Dune  Ponds  Cooperative 
Management  Area  has  been  clarified  in  the  section  on 
ORV  management  under  "Recreation  Management"  in 
the  proposed  plan  in  chapter  2.  Also  see  map  33  in  that 
chapter.  We  will  coordinate  with  the  owner  of  adjacent 
private  property  and  the  Wyoming  Land  Commission  to 
limit  effects  on  resources  in  that  area. 

157.  The  area  you  describe  has  been  incorporated  into  the 
Sage  Creek  HMP  area  in  the  proposed  plan. 

158.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  this  error.  The  sixteen  HMP 
areas  are  defined  under  "Habitat  Management  Actions" 
in  the  section  on  wildlife  habitat  management  in  the  pro- 
posed plan,  chapter  2  of  this  document. 
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SestefTOer  13,   1937 

Hr.   Ricnara  3astln 

district  Managar 

Sureau  or  Lana  Management 


Ok  Of  orlmary  cjnce 

J  the    r 

%  ^as  ni 


^      ,  "   '■'"   itatenent  -y  SLH  tnat   -..l  nnnon  acre;  „  ,„.     . 

tne    feaeral    mineral    estate  win    oe    s^jject    to    seasonal    stloulatlons        -^     .°' 

S-  nas  not  naae   It  clear  wnetner  tna   lanos  sijoject  to  soet-i;    stipulation's  ,r.       , 
juollo    lanos   or  wnetner   SDllt-estate    Unas  are   inclooe:.      It   is   .moerat'v.   ,1^ 
,  tne   BLH   crovide  a  creclse   exolaration  as   to   now  ana  .-are   soeolal    uio^um  " 
.1  »in   D5  aopllea.  st'Oulations 


Onshore  Order  No.    1   requires   tnat   ;ne  oil 

reaching     an     equltaole     agreeinent     .itn     the    orlvate 

protection  treasures  or  a  damage  sectlement,   or  ootn. 


Ue  would  like  to  point  out  t^at  3lH  Director  Sooert  Burford  has  estaolis,M 
the    policy    Chat    special    stipulations    are    not    required    on    split-estate    lanor 

and    gas    operator    Is    resoonsiole    for 
*     --'■---     'and     owner     on     resource 

-J's   responsiDI  1 1  ties   on 

private  lands  extend  only  so  far  as  to  provide  adequate  orntectlon  of  threateneo 
ana  endangered  species,  and  pqsslDly  cultural  resources  to  a  certain  extent  In 
addition,  there  are  niiwrous  legal  decisions  which  specify  tnat  the  government 
can  only  apply  mtlgatlon  measures  to  the  extent  they  tin  Pe  enforced  1-  J 
virtually  imoosslBle  for  the  SLH  to  enforce  certain  stipulations  on  private 
lana.  Consequently,  we  would  IKe  assurances  tnat  t-e  31.H  Is  not  aoplvino 
special  protectlpn  measures  to  leases  which  Invqlve  cnvate  surface/ federal 
mineral   estate. 

Andtner  area  of  grave  concern  -elates'  to  the  crnooseo  Uasnaxie  Basin 
national  Natural  Lanomarx  (KNL).  3I.H  states  on  ?aoe  Z2S  of  the  C  =  IS  'hat 
designated  and  proposed  hNLs  would  :e  -onsiderea  aun-g  the  review  of  oropisea 
surface  dlsturolng  activities  In  an  efort  to  mmlralte  fe  alsturpance  of  values 
Character  Stic  of  the  area,  we  are  adamantly  oooosea  to  tne  proposal  to  aaa  an 
aaaltlonal  layer  of  protection  on  an  area  .men  Includes  a  major  portion  of  the 
Washakie  Basin  field  tnown  Geologic  Structure  (tOS).  -.-e  BLH  and  Ha,t1onal  Park 
Service   (NPS)   oelleve   the  Basin   to  nave   ijoortant  oaleontologlcal    resources  ana 


these    values    should    not    Be    afforaea    pnarlty    consideration    over    oi 
resources   In  a  KGS. 


jj  nign  scenic  value;  out   it  also  has  proven  oil   and  gas  'eserves.     mile  industry 
J   Is    ndt    opposed    to   mitigating    adverse    imoacts    on    cultural    ana    scenic    values 

I 


The    fact    that   NHLs   are   aammisterea   ty    the  National    Park   Service   gives   us 
cause    for   alam,       Tne   management    charters    of    tne   NPS   sod    tne    3L»   are   vastw 

Z',"r?,lW.'"'"°°'''-  '"  '""  '"  ''"  ■■■'"»'"  --'  -"l''°l«  "=  curooses! 
Out  ratner  for  preservation  or  resources.  BLM,  on  t-e  other  nana  -s  r.-uir-d 
to  ranage  its  lands  to  allow  for  ,-ultiole  use.  It  is  :jr  reccmUnaatio'n  tnit 
the  washakle  3as,n  pe  dropped   rro«  consideration  as  a  N.t,ohaJ™uratLana/irr. 

;r5iv  ?i..  .J°?«  ",  '"","  """■  -"°°"""l»  '"•-'  =«ween  oil  and  gas 
activities  and  the  values  for  wnicn  tne  area  would  :e  designated  Jdeouate 
protection  or   paleohtologlcal    and  otner   surrace  resources  wi I  Toe  provided  a!  a 

nation. 


protection  or   oaleontologlcal    and  otner   surrace  resources  wi  M    ne  provlaei 
I  matter  or  course  without  the  added  restrictions  associated  with  N«L  aesign, 


112A 


1 S60  Lincoln  Slre«i.  Suiie  ^0^  •  Osnver.  Cdoraao  80295 
3  03.' 8  60-0099 


Seotember  18.   '.387 


Mr.  aicnanj  Bastm 
Otstncc  Manager 
bureau  of  Lana  Hdnagemertt 
?.  0.  Box  670 
=awl1ns.  wy  823Q1 

:esr  Mr.   Sastln: 

On  Behalf  of  the  ftocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Asso:;atton  (RNOGA),  ;  -;,;a 
' '.tt  to  take  this  □poortunUy  to  cofrment  on  the  Draft  ^-source  Managerwni  ^'ii 
i-3  Environmenta!  :moact  StatBmenc  (SHP/EIS)  'or  :-e  Dlvlae/Meaic:-e  :r- 
Resource  Areas.  RMOGA  Is  a  trade  association  cwrorissa  of  nunaraas  zf  -e-oers 
-no  account  for  more  than  901  of  .  the  oil  ana  gas  •Jtclaratton,  oroductTin  i-n 
trsnsDortatlon  activities  In  the  Rocky  Mountain  west.  Consequently,  -a  tr* 
vitally  interestaa  in  how  the  Bureau  of  Lana  Manager^ent  (ntenas  to  nanaa-  -is 
"aras  with  regard  to  maintaining  opportunities  to  axplcre  for  and  develcj  e-er:y 
resources. 

We  are  concerned  Chat  Che  SLM  has  not  provisea  sufficient  inforrat::n 
'53aralng  the  imoacts  of  surface  lanfl  use  decisions  :n  oil  and  gas  acfv^t'as. 
-iiie  the  BLH  has  provided  the  ouoltc  with  acreage  f-^^res  for  lanas  s^sject  :: 
seasonal  restrictions  and  surface  Olsturbance  restncfcns.  It  would  prcve  --c- 
-are  nelpful  if  this  Information  could  be  oortrayeo  ci  a  ^o.  While  we  --5i;zs 
■.-it  T,any  of  the  different  seasonal  and  surface  disturrince  restrictions  :.e-  iD 
—  certain  areas,  an  aggregate  mao  snould  be  deveiosea  :.o  that  a  comoar-.sc.T  :3i 
::  -dde  with   regard   to  mineral    potential    and  proposed  ;:nstraints. 

In  general  we  oelleve  the  Dlviae/Medidne  Sow  rm?  :-ovides  the  ouslic  -■•.,■: 
in  a^eouate  oortraya)  as  to  management  decisions  the  ;L.t*  has  proposed,  -^wcfer. 
■-"•re  are  several  items  which  we  Delieve  are  necessary  'zr  the  BLM  to  rec:ns::gr 
-n  craer   for   the  plan   to  pe  more  unaerstanaaOle. 

-1- 
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Septemoer  18.  1987 

Mr.  Richard  Bastin 

District  Manaqer 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 


4  J  '^e    are    confused    about     the    oroposed    management     :f    areas     currentw    under 

"'Jconslderaticn     for     designation     as     .reas     of     Criti:.,      En"ro^nta,     'con  "n 

!li™l;..       ,,K   ^'^     inatcates     t-at    the    prooosed    i^CECs    -ill     oe    nanaged     'n 

VrZTZ'.  c^r"enc?::irs"?".  '^^"'-  .  —-  ^-  ^'-"- 

^  wnich  are   so   restrictive  as   to  eff! 

Ssucn   as   Ho   Surface   Occupancy,      re- 
leasing.  Put   under  wnat  constraints 
ft  the    areas    will    ce    cpen    to    leasi 


all  oossiple  stip 
actively  preclude  a 
oretlcally,   all    :- 

not  hetprj 


J  constraints  -n 
jj  more  specific 
k  relation   to  ol 


icn   will    6e    used. 

Information     as     to 
1   ana  gas  activities. 


withou' 


'itions.  Including  those 
I  3" I  and  gas  activities, 
se  areas  win  ::e  open  to 
H  to   Indicate   tiat 


specifyt-g    eiactly 


types 


«e    strongly    reconr^erg    that    BLM    crovice   .Tuch 
t^e    intended    nana^enent    of    these    areas    in 


with  regard     to     the     Standard     Protection    Reoulr 

language  in    the    no    Surface    Cccuoancy    (nSO)    Stipuia 

:oncernea  that  an    exceotionj   to  t:^e  -hSO  Jtioulatlon  r 

land    use  plan    amenament.       7h1s    wording   differs 


we    Question     che 

We    are    -itrenely 

J   at  maae    througn  a 

'cantly    from    f-e 


'S 


ac  age  or  wvoniin,  stipulations  -e  received  frc  the  ..,in,  BLH  Sta"    orri   e 
1986.      According    to   the   State  orfte,   an  hSO   stiDulatitn  ™,   oe  waived  0,   -he 
State  Director  or  through  a    lana  use  :lan  a.n,eh<Mnt.     .,  are  cpncern.d   -at   -he 

™     a"n"t,e^V;s°r"r"     r"°™"^     """°     ='"'     '■=     =--Uy     ."3     un^  'ss  rJ'? 
constrain    the   3LH's   decislohwraking   process.      :t   alio   .ndennmes    the  authontv 

r  as     a»le  rt   1  V     =""'''"-""'     -'"'^'^^     -M     =re     -esoonsiole     for  ™       ,' 
A^ef     51?J  "P   regarding  approonate  wnagement  ;-act1ces    in   the  Pesource 

?e     ricj?  n         J  ?"   n"  ""™"'"  "  '  case-oy-case  tas.s  as  to  .nether        «S 
conJuJtea    sat  ,,>rrn^^  necessary.     :•  it   Is  determined  fat  an  operation  can  oe 

i  -="r'j^;;r™-?- r^^ij:^^'^-- v^^ij^  rr  p-is"  - 

Pf  waVvVnT?",;."' ,"'.""  '"   "»""«"  "  'I"  01"  1!  -nntcessary  for  purposes 

?:aurn't"'sfnc=e"t°?^'rr,c  :!ii"ha=;;  I'lz  rn'.:^ora  ':h\  'rn," 

u'rSa";°;  :;?tU.  '"n"    "^t^r    "    "'"    =  =  '°"'"'°"    ■«■•-   "c"l'sldn's'usng°'h 
aureau   s   eipertlse  ana  aua    lfl»d  OB's-Tnpl        Th«  mnni'-  ->-...   --        -. 

^  ^^rp;Sr^'o-;^y- :;--  :^:;:^^^~^ 

CO  grant   reasonaoie  ana  aoaropnate  waivers   of  NSO   Sfljlations.  -"^'"^at.ve 

Another   item  of  concern    is 
that   the   oil   and  gas   inoustry 
the    State    of   Wyoming,      in   mos 
water     that    must    Se    used     for 


the  5:a:efnent  on  Paqi 
s  ;.":e  :arGe3t  user  of 
;  cases,  t-e  an  ana 
Its    tceratlons.        [t 


■  'n  which  8LM  iriolcates 
:ustriai  ground  water  in 
-:erator  tr^cKS  in  any 
:jr    understanoing    tnat 
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SetJtwtier   Ifl,    1987 

Mr.  Rlcriara  Bastln 

Dl5trUt  Kanager 

Bureau  of   Lana  Haragement 


C  B   tfirough 


75 


Stnat   sucn  a  prooiem  otcu 
fuftfier    deterioration. 
m   soeciric  verification  in 


cofforenenslvs     state-ddmlnlstered    semitting    process,    lost    of    t^.e 
,d  vater  generatea   frcm  an  oil   well    is   usually  relnjectefl   into   tre  aauifer. 
fherefare,    we   question    tMs    statement   anfl   would    nice    the   SLM   to   socument    Its 
figures. 

Ue  also  take  issue  with  the  insinuation  ay  the  Wyoming  iecartnent  cf 
Envlrofwnental  Duality  (DEO)  that  'Injection  wells  .  .  .  provice  a  cotentlally 
grave  threat  to  the  aeeoer  aquifers.  Local  cttenoratlon  of  -earoy  arlniting 
water  aquifers  Is  always  a  oosslbl 1 Ity  wnen  underground  Injection  Is  being 
considered.         Icerooer    wcl  1     comoletlon     Is     a     contnon     cause    of     -rlnking    water 

Saaui fer  contamination  near  Injection  ooe rat Ions. *  The  environmental  controls 
provided  Cy  State  and  Federal  laws  and  regulations  to  protect  water  gual 1t> 
^  should  orevent  any  significant  deterioration  of  ground  water.  Olsturtance  of  an 
Ik  apuifer  By  an  injection  well  is  a  very  rare  occurrence.  However.  ln  tne  event 
'  that  sucn  a  protalem  occurs,  the  proOleni  Is  corrected  Ifymedlately  to  prevent  any 
We  seriously  question  such  allegations  and  request 
n  supDort  of  these  claims. 

We  support  the  adootion  of  Alternative  C  as  the  Preferred  Al ternatlve. 
Alternative  C  proposes  to  place  reasonaale  constraints  for  threatened  ana 
endangered  species  only  on  the  1.5  million  acres  of  KGS  lands  not  constrained 
for  other  specific  purposes.  This  alternative  provides  more  than  aoequate  lana 
,7«nagement  direction  and  mitigation  measures  for  sensitive  resources  in  tne 
planning  area.  The  Olvlfle/MeOlclne  Bow  Resource  Area  contains  mllllcns  of  acres 
of  highly  valuaDle  oil  and  gas  lands.  5ucn  potential  must  se  given  a  nlgn 
priority  during  the  fonmjlatlon  of  land  manageffwnt  planning  decisions.  It  is 
BLM's  responslOlllty  to  make  appropriate  tradeoff  decisions  :ased  upon  the 
capaDllities  of  tne  land  to  produce  oil  and  gas.  Areas  sucn  as  the 
Olvioe/Hedlclne  Bow  Resource  Area  are  hignly  uncomon  wnen  viewed  on  a  national 
level.  There  are  very  few  areas  which  have  the  aoiltty  to  produce  as  much  of 
needed  domestic  resreves  as  this  in^.  According  to  the  Interior  Bsard  of  Lano 
Appeals  (IBLA),  the  Qureau  of  Land  Managefnent  must  D«  aole  to  adequately  Justify 
any  restrictions  on  oil  and  gas  activities.  Further,  the  I6UA  has  Olrected  that 
It  Is  lUeqal  for  the  federal  government  to  overly  constrain  future  oil  and  gas 
development  In  favor  of  certain  surface  resource  values  which  may  oe  protected 
with   lesser  restrictions. 

The  BLH  has  all  the  information  required  to  make  a  thorougn  analysis  of  the 
resource  values  witnln  the  planning  area  In  order  to  detenntne  wnicn  resources 
require  special  attention.  SLM  should  review  this  data  and  identify  lands 
having  significant  energy  potential  and  prescrise  actions  whlcfi  would  open  or 
mdlntam  access  to  tnose  re  sources  wni  le  meeting  mtnlmi^n  legal  standards  for 
environmental  protection.  Areas  where  conflicting  resource  ifllues  outweigh 
mineral      resource      values      Should     be      suoject     only      to     mintmui     protection 
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SepteiToer  18.   1937 

Mr.  aichard  Bastln 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 


requirements  wMcn  meet  the  plan  objectives  for  those  resources.  Moreover,  the 
plan  should  orovtde  the  rationale  as  to  wny  normal  standards  are  not  sufficient 
to  protect  the  land  use  oojectives.  In  our  opinion.  BLM  can  meet  the  oojectives 
discussed  aoove  Dy  adopting  Alternative  C,  with  the  prapoaed  changes  we  have 
recormended. 

One   last  point  we  would   like   to  make    is   that   it  would  be  eitrtjrely  nelpful 
the   discussion    of    the   Preferred   Alternative    contained    all    cf    tne    relevant 

S~  data  needed  to  evaluate  it.  The  DEIS  Is  organized  in  such  a  way  ti-.at  the  reaqer 
must  refer  to  the  discussion  on  all  the  otner  alternatives  in  crcer  to  get  a 
■  clear  picture  of  what  the  BLH  15  proposing.  we  recommend  f.at  all  future 
2  planning  documents  te  organized  so  that  all  of  the  imoortant  'nformatlon  is 
S  reflected   In  the  discussion  of   the  Preferred  Alternative. 

In  conclusion,  we  aoorecUte  this  opportunity  to  cctnment  on  tne  Draft 
HMP/EIS  for  the  Dlvlde/Hediclne  Bow  Resource  Areas.  Please  do  rot  riesltate  to 
contact  us  1  f  you  have  any  questions  regarding  our  coitnents  or  our 
recaimendacions. 

Slncerely^^ 
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ii^  ^'jJ  Ici-Jy^ 


*Ilce  Frell    Benltez 
Public  Lands  Director" 


Responses  to  Letter  112 

1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  93. 

2.  Please  see  general  response  8. 

3.  The  areas  described  as  proposed  national  natural  land- 

marks were  identified  as  {he  result  of  preliminary  studies 
carried  out  by  the  National  Park  Service.  Designation  or 
nondesignation  of  these  areas  is  not  a  part  of  the  BLM's 
management  authority;  therefore,  it  is  not  addressed  in 
this  plan.  Your  comment  will  be  considered  wnen  BLM 
recommendations  pertaining  to  the  proposed  NNLs  are 
formulated  at  the  request  of  the  National  Park  Service. 

4.  Surface  protection  stipulations  sufficient  to  meet  the 

objectives  for  eacn  ACEC  would  be  applied  to  leases. 
The  lease  stipulations  would  be  enforced  unless  the 
leaseholder  could  demonstrate  that  modification  would 
be  appropriate  for  a  specific  site  and  that  the  values  of 
concern  would  be  adequately  protected  under  the  mod- 
ification. Please  referto  the  objectives  for  each  proposed 
ACEC  and  the  appendix  to  this  document  that  details  the 
standard  protection  requirements  (now  called  tne  Wyo- 
ming BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines).  Also  please 
see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  93. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  93. 

6.  The  statement  was  taken  from  the  iMyoming  19S5  Water 

Quality  Assessment  (Wyo.  DEQ  1986).  We  believe  it  is 
valid,  at  least  for  this  planning  area,  where  the  vast  major- 
ity of  produced  water  is  not  reiniected.  Most  gas  pads 
have  water  holding  pits  where  produced  water  is  stored 
until  disposed  of  at  central  evaporation  ponds  or  evap- 
orated on  site.  This  water  is  not  returned  to  the  aquifer 
from  which  it  originated. 

7.  The  source  of  our  information  is  the  document  cited  in 

response  6,  above.  The  discussion  under  "Causes  of  Pol- 
lution" is  intended  to  give  the  reader  an  overview  of  poten- 
tial causes  of  pollution.  It  is  not  intended  to  imply  that 
they  are  widespread  problems  in  the  planning  area. 
Since  no  effects  are  projected  in  the  analysis,  the  discus- 
sion may  not  be  a  necessary  part  of  the  description  of 
the  affected  environment. 

8.  Thank  you  for  your  format  suggestion.  We  will  consider 

this  in  future  planning  documents.  We  believe  you  will 
find  this  final  document  easier  to  follow. 
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Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation 

P.O.  Box  106,  Cheyenne,  WY  82003 

307-637-5433 


September    11,    1987 


Mr.    John   Husband 
BLM  -    Hawlina    District 
P.    0.     Box  670 
Sauilna.    Wyomtns   32301 

Dear   John, 


revlJ'the   S.^?'   'ii°'"r.'!^ ,1"'   ">'°°'"«   "ll<illl5   Federation   M 


th.   £ln.i°S»p'"""'  "'"'  ""'='"■"    "^"    ^  considered  „ 
EnclosQd  aro  our  comments. 


■he 
you.   compile 


Hatt   Roid 

Conservation  Program  Director 


womams  tooa  r  rm  tmoure-s  rouomtotn 


Wyoming  Affiliaia  of  tha  Natiorm  Witaiite  f^aaarsiion 
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HHF    Is    very   skeptical    that   any    increase    In   srazintf   AUHs   can 
result    from   Increased    range    productivity   on    the    RMA    in   light   of 
the    poor   range   conditions    documented    In    the   draft   without    first 
reducing   AUMa    tenporarlij'. 

Og  The   Plan    is    deficient    because    it   makes    no   attempt   to   analyze 

^  J  the    impacts    of   current   grazing   patterns   on   soil,    water   and 

ft  habitat   resources.       It    is    also    very  sad    that   riparian    habitat 

I?  protection   on   a    nultl-million   acre   desert   resource   area    has    been 

S  relegated    to    a    token  37    acres.       Riparian   habitats   on    the   ftMA   need 

■  ouch   more   consideration   for   protection   and   enhancement. 

Hlnfr^M        Oil    and    Cm-^     M^nflg^m.,nr, 

The   envlronoentai    impacts    of    mineral   development    have    not 
been   specifically   addressed    In   the   draft   £IS,       There    has    be^n   no 
environmental   analysis    of   oil   and   gas    leasing,    although  over   5 
million   acres    of    the   PMA   are    leasable.       This    is    a   problem.       Once 
BLM   has    Issued    a    lease,    development   cannot    be   stopped.       These 
•Tiinerai,    oil  and  gas    leasing    impacts    must    be  addressed 
specifically  and  cumulatively   if   the  plan   is    to   bfl  a   realistic 
document.  s 

HHF   supports    the   structural   changes    to    the   draft   appendijc 
agreed   upon    by   the   Wyoming  Game   and    fish   Department.    National 
Wildlife   federation.    Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation  and   BLH  at   the 
consensus    meeting   of    Ute    August    1987.       These    atructur-sl   changes 
enhance   the  document's    Hlidilfe  mitigation  measures. 
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HWF  strongly  recommends  that  no  action  be  taken  with  the 
■Vlld  Horse  Draw  Mine  proposal  until  reclamation  is  proven 
especially  China  Butte. 


successful  on  other  leases. 


The  China  Butte  mine  plan  mitigations  have  been  agreed  upon 
except  for  an  agreement  to  reduce  grazing  pressure  in  allotments 
to  the  south  of  Muddy  Creek.   All  agreements  must  be  based  upon 
this  reduction  of  livestock  grazing  occurring. 

At  the  Atlantic  Rim  proposed  mine  the  only  acceptable  route 
for  road  and  rail  facilities  is  the  20  mile  road.   Any  other 
route  will  dramatically  impact  wintering  wildlife. 

Proposed  mitigation  for  the  loss  of  elk  forage  (In  regards 
to  Item  4.  page  23)  Includes  livestock  grazing  reductions  In  both 
the  Atlantic  Rim  and  Cow  Butte  areas  to  offset  the  direct  loss  of 
forage  and  displacement  of  elk. 

Wo  oust  stick  to  the  original  mttlgatlon  agreements  between 
Rocky  Mountain  Energy,  NHF.  WW?.  Wyoming  Game  *nd  Fish  Department 
And  tha  BLM. 


1 


114B 


Aj    «  planning  docuaeot   thia    uttt  tod   DSI5   are    in«d4quata 
primarily   for  tvo  r«««ons;       1)    the  docu»enti   conaider  wildlife  an 
unvquai  resourca  ■*cond*ry  to  development  of   mining,    oil   and  gas, 
forest  products   and   livestock  grazing;    and  21    the  documenta   do 

not  protect   tha  wildlife   resource   fro»  habitat  and   population 
degradation. 

There   is    no  specific  means   by  which  this    plan's   wildlife 
goals   can   bm  measured.       It    la    a  confuaing,    hard  to   Callow 
document   that  gives  commodity  outputs    high  priority  at   the 
expense  of   wildlife  and  fisheries    resources   and   the  habitat   these 
resources   depend   upon.       There    is    no   attempt   to    integrate    the 
management  of  any  of    the   reaources    Identified   In  the   plan. 

4    l|  Wildlife   outputs    will    remain   the   same   even   though   BLM   agreed 

'    U  to   increases    In  some  herd  objectives   proposed  by  the  Wyoming  Game 
3  and  Fish  Department. 

Wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  will  diminish  as  a  result  of 
proposed  increases  in  all  of  the  comoodity  outputs.  It  is  hard 
to    Imagine   oven   maintaining    1986    wildlife   population   objoctivoa. 


2S 


Baptor  protection  Is  extreooiy  weak.   One  of  the  raptor 

S-  protection  goals  is  to  allow  for  oil,  gas  and  coal  developwent. 
Thia  is  not  a  goal  to  protect  raptors,  which  are  federally 
B  protected  apociea. 

WWF  does  concur  with  the  development  of  Habitat  Management 
Plans  (HMP).   Overlapping  species  crucial  ranges  should  be  given 
special  consideration  in  HMP  development. 

Livaatagk  Gray.l.ng 

There   are    problemn    with  ovorgrasing    in   the   resource   area. 

According  to   the  draft  BMP  29.4   X  of   the   range   is    in  only 
fair  condition  while    1.  IX   is    in   poor  condition;    31  grazing 
allotments    have   a   downward   ecological    trend;    and   42X  of    the 
public    land   requires    range    rehabilitation   because   of    Inadequate 
range    production  or   species   composition,    downward    range   trends, 
poor   animal   distribution   or    improper   seasons   of    use   and   turnout 
dates . 

Tha  above  data  from  the  draft  EIS  indicates  that  there  are 
serious  range  conflicts  associated  with  livestock  occurring  on 
the    public    lands    within   the    RMA. 

Thia  bacoraes  especially  disconcerting  when  compared  to  the 
draffs  proposed  call  for  a  16X  Increase  in  grazing  AUMs .  This 
increase  la  to  be  allowed  as  a  result  of  an  alleged  increase  in 
range  productivity. 
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Q  i      There  should  be  no  mine  tctiTlty  at  the  Cow  Creek  mining 

■  proposal  area  untli  Atlantic  Sim  ii  fully  reclaimed  and  usable  aa 


elk  wintar  ranga. 

Foreatrv 

7he  claim  that  the  creation  of  ■  60/40   forage/oover  ratio   in 
all  eomoerclal    timber  areaa    will    Improve   big  game   habitat    is 
fallacious   and  simplistic.      Moat  timbered   BLM   tracts   are  small 
and  adjacent   to    large  areaa   of   non-timbered    lands.       In  such  caaas 
the  cover  value  of    the    timber  may   be  much  more    important  than  tt>e 
forage  valua..      The    limiting  factor  for  elk  nay  not  be   forage,    but 
escape  cover.       In  such  cases    if  cover   is    removed   by   logging  the 
habitat  effectiveness  of   the  area  will   be  decreased,    and  carrying 
cai»aclty  will    be    lost. 

The  WHF  urges    the    BLM  to   reconsider   logging    in  areas   that 
provide  necessary  hiding  cover  for  big  game   and   analyze  tha 
effects   that  clear  cutting  would  have  on  habitat  effectiveneaa 
before  deciding  to   remove  timber.      The  60/40  forage/cover  ratio 
should  bo  applied   to  a  oinlmum  of  3.000  acres   and   preferably 
5.000  acres   of   habitat  to   be   meaningful,    not   Just  a  few  hundred 
acres    that   tho  agency  chooses    to   manage.   • 

Another   queatlonablo   assumption   that    the    BLM   makes    is    that 

beetle-lnfestod    timber   must    be    removed    to   create   a    healthy 
forest,      This    la    not  necessarily   true.      Unmanaged   beetle- infested 
timber  will,    over  the  years,    die  and   fall  and   be   replaced 
naturally  by  younger  trees.      The  organic  material   from  the  dead 
trees    will    be    returned    to    the    soil    to   nourish   the   new   growth. 
The   Q«w   trees    win   not    becoioe    infested   until    they   reach   a 
diameter   of    9" ,    at   which   tlae    the   cycle   m^y   repeat    itself        This 
may   take    100   7«Ars    in  this  climate. 


— r     --  —  -  —  -•*      -.iij    --ua  u  J     uj.     nufflin  j.a  i-or  Am 

timber  sales    and    limit   sales    to  those   areaa    where    It   will    be 

profitable   for  the  agency.      BLH  should  consider  prescribed   bums 

in   areas    where    beetle   kills    are  most   severe   and    logging   would   not 

.   bo    profitable. 


13  8^,,    Recreational  opportiinltlea    by  typo  and  area  need  to  be 

■|  defined        An   OBV   plan   needs    to    bo   specifically    impleoonted   and 
then   enforced.       Critical    wlldLif*   «lnt*i-   »nH    Ki.-i.kt„-    .-- ... 


H    -^^*..=v...       n,.   vp,    yian   noeus    t;o    oo   spociiically    Impleoontod   a 
j   then   enforced.       Critical    wildlife   winter   and    birthing   areas, 

S"   erodibie    habitats,    sand   dunes    and   riparian   zones    should   bo 
strictly  off    limits    to   ORV   use. 

SPrlmltlvo  and  semi-primltlve  opportunities   and  areaa   need  to 
bo   specifically   addressed   and    identified. 

^      .    ''"?^^f^    "^"''   °'*'"'    ^^    "lilion   dollars    In   tho    Rawlins    BMA 
during    1985.        In    light   of    the   energy   slump   this    economic    benefit 
becomes    even   more   significant. 
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losing    pr-gr^r^    slj-k    ^s    .:ve 

*rd   ,.a    jr.a    .-,s    -.-ii::    .^r,;.*    '.3i.'.-.3;ni.-.s    .1    r.ur-.t.30ie    ni«   . 
reaoL.rc^    .t    -.-.?   =,..r:e    :ir.e.       TM;    :,    urr^...:s.  • -.       The    ri:*r.    :;    , 
^    ...'Ji.-p.e    'js^    :5Cumenc.        :•.    la    3   -zo-ume.-.t    -.r.ac    featur-^s    er.er?' 
.e\.^iopm«rtt    ^s    1   primary   ■.he.-w,       ~hit         "     " 

■.-rn    If    -..-.13    :  =  C'J!T!';nt    1.3    r.c*    Thanij-i. 


■.    can   iis'.-^ir.    'jr.ii.-nitRd    coal    ,"5ine 
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..""iUir,Jir.-2s    -.: 


r's-imnn'n.ta:;!  :r.;    r'tr    5*n 


s.Ti  ar3l^rary  qnd  sr.o-j  ^ 
No  reasons  ar^  givir: 
r';':'-;.Tim*nd«tlon5, 


Tpp-.f.'jni- i^i  : 
^1  iderr.«s£  .i-^p; 
wiidp-riTJSs.       :.' 


rr'r^,  ^■■■^"  "■^'■'■5^  •ixp^c-.*i  -jii  ^nd  g=?5: 

■:A,  ^and^c?r.-:r.u-d   ';  =  V  ■-»   wcjid  degrade 
r  zii:  ^iid»    tr.-:    prl.-^itiv-    r-cr'^i^^ior    i  p. 

:'!    reason   ror    -h:=    is    no',    giv-n. 


Sir';-  t.-.e 
prifnit-iv<»  reTT 
pr-eservp    *,.-,is 

Non«  of  tn*  -*..-' 
?raslnK  anpar-r 
T-s  ignaticns  1- 
recommend    S-nn* 


Prospect  -ounta, 
■>nly  I.  14i  a^r-: 
habitat  and  -r-;: 
Timpr  isi^  'jn!/  : ' 
Tv^rgrised  by  I: 
siequat-  forai;- 
h'lnt.itiLe    gqme    ir 

;  1 voEtook   -irp*' 

:^.    nnz    r'-^-imm-r' 

:  itstandiiifi 

■-•-    has    v*t-y   e-:-' 


-sA   offers    t-*   -nly   ^pporfjni-/    for    high   qu^i; 
'i'.izn    and  so^i'.-^-i^   t-,T   rnany  nU-s    th-s    BLM   sncj 

PPcr-untv   r2--r.-.r   r.-.an   ^Htw    i^.   -_□    b«   d^grsd-'r'i 

ir.sidi.i'ia  f r.rrca';nw-nt  .-ji  ir.ci.-npjst Ible  'is*-' 
;«!-  v^iu'ts  SMC-  33  u,«r  quality  and  iiv^zi^cr 
\:.y   uouid    E-    a.3v-r=-iy    gff-ct-T    by   wiidT".*-2 

t  ..ountains    ".-A   f^r  -Jiid^rr.ftis   lesignation. 

■'"':^ir,        -WF   T-.^in^nca    the  2Lf1   for   r<?comm»ndi-, 

n   :3r   wilserr.ess    i*s  iftnati-in.      Althouffn    it    :  = 

:n   si:».     L-    -■^ntai.ns    important    wirti-r   :npji.»'-. 

isi    eik   winter    rariff*.       Sut   5i-.-«    riparian    ^r^ 

uci.^  1    that    they   nflt    Ce 


n    the    ,'Uti',r.ai 
■-irridor    >l--n« 


.v^stocl'.    m    tr.e    :-j.-n.7!er   so    -.hat    they   -^an    provi-. 
-ir   uint-^r   zir-fwii    of    -)-pena*nt    wildlLf-. 
ii.r^is    ire    m^jcr.   Ty^r'^    important,    to    local    -oono-i* 
■risiriB.     sn-a    ir.O'Jld    s-    allowed    protection    fr-3 
.-t.on   on    Tr'-.ciai    uir.tering    sress, 

5l-.;-t  ■.'iay^.j:.  Iz  '!«ems  mcreaihle  that  thia  -£ 
■:eT  ::r  wi:-.-rr.**s  i^s  igna  t  lan.  Ir,  has 
ort'jnit:es  ::r  pri.Tiitive  recreation  and  soli-j-* 
•-MJ.  iis.-.ir.i.  :-.  ;=  Tns-.ed  ty  a  Forest  ztr-.-\ 
.■it  70uid  ot-r.e-^t  uith  t.-.e  ';ont  inenti  1  Divi-* 
I.  anfl  sooer;  -.t-.e  Encarnpfflent  hiver  uiiderr.-S' 
■est  ■jpEtrein.  ir^-  a  portion  of  ,3  l-mils-wi.--. 
inoariipnent    f-iv-r    that    12    proposed    Eor   .Sati::.. 
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I 


atLirai    LandnarK   stat'ja 


addition 


in    Che    -iA 


13    v-ry    acenio 


.hese    .^ttriSucea    the    entire   '-anynn    la 
racial    -lnt«r    ran«    -r    bighorn    =ne.p,        .-Repetition    of    r^ceit 
-';^2!r?.r'^i'"-''    ;"^'^""    '-^^"^    =y   '-'RV    haraasr^nt    and    fora«e 
Toapetltlon    by   oat:!-   -ould    be    a.:-vi.,[..d    by    wil-^.^n^-aa 
lesignatlofi   and   eii:^inatlon    of   cattle    from   rne    wSa"     'ihe    DEIS 

-a^r.^'.it"''"""'-^'"  -'^'^^"-'^  ex..,,urea  around  ImpLted 
.aapin«  atea  on  tne  river.  This  -l^eiy  uoaid  not  only  b. 
'^V.lTMl  ^  ^nf.aai=le.  but  wouU  letraot  aubstantiaily  from  th- 
=riaitlve    recreation   experience.       -ho    uanta    to   . 


il3 


ifl    concentrating 


cuid    not    sli-viate 


mp    in   a    corral? 
o->;5p«titlon    for    forage    by   cattle 


critical    riparian   areas. 


16J 


-^,.  l*,"\',"'  "?  *"'""«  =11   «"   .-aa    l.>ss==    in   the   USA.    ,„d 
ZTa    „H    17,    "\""-    ?"    -'    ^'"'       Sxwctea    „i„,r,i    „plor,tlo„ 
"ouia   not  mat^riaiii-   !:f,ct   »ilderne3j    values,    and    'he    17 
^)<i=-.lrn  mlnlns  =laL^   -oncentratea   alon«   tne    bomer  of    thj   USA 
are   not  axpected    ts    be  deveiopea. 

N5  coat  anali^a::    ot    the   r.e»  allotment   boundary   fence 
T^'llkel^   tL""-i   '"■-"  "S"!-"""    -"    -"=   -SA    la    offered.       It 
"•v-fiiok  L™^".'"      '""""^   ■""   "■'"i'l    P"-'nt  aignifioant 
i^d      -    la    5?J!T  "     r   -°""    -"    ■-'"'  "lti=»i    riparian  areaa . 

ind    ,.    la    llkei/   that    the  ooat  of    the   boundary  f-nc-   alone  uitn 

io=t"?Ldtlvr"'"  '"^"""    "'"'■■''   =<"<«    '".   project,    Jar   fror, 

-h.    .s^-r""'^;;   suggesta    that   cattle    grazing    be    phaaed    out   of 

•^'l-orn  s'he^p"'"'-    :JJ^r  ^°'  '•*"   '""  -""-"l^ii-/    Important 
j^^    -..flt    -c    ;«.."'  "°    senae    tb    .nveat   raoney    to    perpetuate    a 

t'..,,;'        ',,^        if  -oopetiticn   -^ith   another   ua,    that    -.,111 

return  considerably  =ore  money  to    the    local  eco 
investment  at  all. 


OEy   ulthou 


any 


[f 


stream  habitat    laprovenenta   cannot   be  nade   uithout 
buiidins  roads    they  s.nould   not    M  done.       I-    -h-y  '.^he  d^„- 
■••-.noub    harming    the    -Udernes,    duality   of    th^'is^-tSey^ScCId    be 


deslgnateo    wildern- 
the    3LK   to 


lone    cef ore 

-sAf:^'i;r%uS::t^;:d^;^sru::"'5:i;^'ir^t--^\«i:r,=;?r" 

and    .ildernesa,        In   an    are,   of    t.-.e    stite    no'    bl-"^   f.""^, Jj*"'"" 

:a?:rdtv-s"rp-;-;-a„'ss;;t:-L:---,;-,;.-^=j-:.. 
l=It-^?i-:^:r^?:1:y-^r--^:ppc-i;-?:s"o^£"noH 


g "  ^  -  ■  '^  1  -^  - 


17S 


The   moat   glaring    fla»    m    t.he    ?.-."    1,    -.n,    i,ol,   of   a    cost 


3    where    . 
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1   7  J  analysis    of    any   T^nagc-oent    pr-pcaai;.       .'■'ou    -j.i    -,-e    ara:::-^ 

•    ■     ■   Frograra,    for    ir.atance.     ce    eva.jateo    uitr.oi.;:    .-■; r. - u ';' r. g    wnat"'-'.. 

1^   returns    and    costs    are?      Why    are   sroas    i.-.corae    r'l^jres    ?res-"-*, 

n   tar    timbering    sut   not    for    any    ;t.-.er   proffras'       '.i    -r.e   retur--    ■ 

the   state 'a    economy    vs.     cost    asaociateo    uitr.    jrovidi.-.g'uii-'". . 

habitat    were   coapared    with    -:2t!    and    returns    ^rtrt' t.-.e    .ive---! 

grazing    prograaa    there    is    litt.e   doubt    --hat    ^i -:1  ife'naDi-a'" 

would    provide    tne    most    net    t-e.-,efi:s    to    tr.e    :-.3te      "Ther»' •"- '-. 

for   5oth    Livestock  and   uildiife.    but    la   fe 

limit    big   game   numbers    by   utilising   forage 

ranges    WWF   urges    the    3Ln    to    r-'ljce    ilvestc 

to   allow   enougn   game    anlna:s    -.3    survive    t-e    -ir.ters    to    Tiee' 
'•Wyoming   Game   ana   fiah   Departaent    nera    ^sjective; . 

The    RMP   says    it    «ill    :T>eet    nerd   objectlv-s    m   rrrOiZ   ^33- 
-ails    to   say    how    u    will    3c;r;;:?iian    tnis    ur'-*    ■-"•--3aing 
llvestocK   AUHs    =y   27*   above    t-e   S    year    average    at'tr.e   ssm.- 
-ntenalve    herd    itanagenent    is    ler.tioneo ,    =ut    5;s;riatei    -c-'- 
benefits    are    not   analysed.       Are    the   costs    1:    tr.-s-    progra^ 
concern    to    you?      They   certair.i.y   -are    to    us    3n=   s.-.ou:-^    -e    •- 
public- 

WWF   concurs    with   the    ACSC    list    provides    zr.   page    13    -yf 
draft.       All   of    the    proposed    sreaa    should    receive   ACIC 
designat-ion.       WWF   also    supports    putting   over-3p?ing~'^ru'-' a 
ranges    for    mule   deer.    elk.    tig.-.orr.   sneep   an3    ar""  "op»      --:,' 
designation.       These   areas    car.    t«    leterninei    :.-.   tonsu;tatior 
Wyoming   Game   and    Fish   Department.       All    raptcr   r.esting    ^r--^- 
shouid    be    given   ACEC   designation. 

Worn  -rii^i  r.n 

1  8  iB  ^^^'    P^*"    ^'^    ^"   direct    violation   of    FLr-r*.       'io   .■Mn-'.^r 

^^  S    Plan    IS    provided    to   deternii.-.e   en- the-grouna    i.-.pacts    -f    -  .ie 
^    proposed   development" 
The   final    roust    have 


S    proposed   developments    on    wiiriife.    soil 
The   final    roust    have   a    mo: 
^    plan  on   that   point  alone. 


.wnitori.-.g 


water    ar.--    air    r 
"Wf    -tui-    appeal 


Proposed   pMhM^   '..nH   nt-r^.^ 

The  proposed  disposal  of  ■.']3  square  .iii"  -ri  ^.fjO  ^-r-- ■ 
public  lanaa  m  the  fledLci.ie  =ou-Oi.viae  .^eso'.rT-  Ar-a  appear- 
'o*  an  attempt  to  implement  tr.e  privatisation  propoaa.*  --''-4I 
interior   Secretary   James    Watt    wnicn   were    blcc«=    :/   'Tongress' 

1   Q  IE  ^'^^^   *    large    scale   disposal   of    public    .ara-    -3    -ot    ■"    -- 

I    »7  J    public    interest,     [t    is    ai-o    i.-.consistent  ui-.n   -..-.-    .--p    .  -  "-"-a- 

%     .anas    slated    for   disposal    ;n    the   northwest    f>-rticn' '-"*    ^"_"'^' 

S-l^W    (Begource    Management    flan    lEIi.    .-ap    -:  ,     j-age"  'i  ;     wer- 
Identified    as    needing    addit it.-.t i    Ijnd    aoTuLait.-n    to    --pr-^ve 
1     puoilc    access    for    recreational    jse    il-esource    nana^'si-nt    -■an 
k    ..EiS .    Map    12 .  page   8  U .  '  " 
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The  BLHs  r-naons  for  t.-.-  rrivati^iatirr 
lands  are  that  '.-.ey  .ire  iaola*.-o  and  oifflc 
large  number  of  -.hese  tanas  r.av*  .-gal  puDi: 
of  federal,  state,  .and  county  roaas  and  pro-, 
recreation   benefits. 

20  2  ^^'    Wyoming    Wildlife    Federation    asM    r.t 

5    '^!^*^''^    ^^*    l^^*'-    ^^''^    "'^■■'^    -egai    puoUc    /^r. 


.'-  '.o  ,T_anaKe.  Vrt  a 
■■:  aocess  m  ■  .1-  :-rs 
1  it    l.'aportant    ;;gclir 


I    eacn    parcel    of    puoilc    land    ;t    -araeta    for   (ilapo- 

Sr.et  effected  disposal  will  r.av: 
--a PS  should  be  provided  in  the 
roaas    m    the    vicinity   of    the 


■■    PUOl  LC 
Plan    that    ; now    a 
anos    proposeo    f-.r 
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I 


The    BLM 


Jses    the   dlspcsui    issue    t;y   -.,a 

S-   proposed    for   disposal    nay    be    sc.-.ecul-d    for    -r»- 
right    -ale    (.Resource    Hanagement    .=  lsn    DEIS      -ag- 
-    •■---   no    specific    plan    for    traomg    -^-3-    '  ?n-- 

S-   -ne    plan    it    is    lir.ely    that    -ost    of    the-,    'an-- 
final    plan   snould   state    wnere    --oasible    wr.io.-,    .j 
■raae.    and    wnich   are    -cnec-.-a    -o    b-    -ol'-" 

S  -tamtam   credibility    with    recreational    Jser-'--" 
SL^   must   wgrfc   to    increase    t.'.e 


le.     instead   of    dlaposin*    -f 

demands    for    reoreatlona  1    :ae 
thereoy   underlining    the    iirportinc' 
ianda    as    well  as    .'.eeping   puo 
rx3rv   empnasls    on    land    traces 


a  I    an    w*^i  :    .as    •,.-: 
:s.        [r.    addlti::: 
1    puDlio    access 
■iiSFOsa  I . 


13    w.n    .,a    -J 


.-!  order   -.i 
uoiic     :.3nOa.     t:>e 
cse    l-anos    wnere 


-■nanageraent    problems    ma 


f^_?ubllo    .ir.z:    is    i.-creas  ir..? 
anos    ^pen    -. :    ?-  =  Uc   -^se.  ' 
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I 


! 
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tha    <DPrnrtlr>^    nf    t.h,    nVTi 


22  8  tJftSr^'SJ^K:^'''"  """?  "•<''=>"°"  projects  dljcu55.d    here 
"■         a  are  aimtly  described  »  oomplete   removal  of  exlstlne  trees    to 

SI  feP'lr  the  area  lor  reaeneratlon.      Stand  eradication  projects 
rir.1  ^If,  ' /'I'"  "";'"  ""  '"  ""■"'  "   eliminate    habitat 

■  fh^.^C!      ■    ""'?■    """"l"    ""^   »"«r   cavity   heaters.       Old   growth 
S  hibU   t        ""«"'""'  "  something  »re    than  a  useless    patch  of 


2  3  S  "I!!  "'"''"l"   nearly  universal    road  closures    U  forested 

*■  **  J  areas   because  after  looking  over  a"       " 

S  noting  the  extent  of  known  geologli 
wildlife   habitat   is   going  to    be  at 


very  scarce. 


Ices ,  and 
Is  obvious  that 
Contiguous  habitat 


24^ 


Limitations  on  activities  In  the  vicinity  of  actl 


ve   raptor 


■  nests  seem  to   be  predictive    in  nature.      For  example,    they  will 

S  date's  :nd°d.;riT,;;""".°"°   "'■"  ■"   *  ""•"  Ae,?  Ltiien 
B^t"  L:^if!"   "  i'.!"'  '"^r^r  ""1  reaultm  nesting  (allun 


Sk  and  abandonment.  This  seems  to  be  more  of  a  loophole  than  a 
guarantee  to  prevent  impact.  If  the  activity  will  dlsturS  t 
nesting  activity,  Impacts  are  not  going  to  be  known  until  at' 
t"h^.!^;!'C?^  ^°L""  ""'  °'  "lldllfe  we  ought  to  presume  tl 
the  activity  would  interrupt  the  breeding  activities  of  the 
-    species  and   the   buffer  sone   should   be  enforced    in  every    Insti 


a   result  hSfU??  '        ,1  ?'"'"«   '■"""'   "e    In  C  conditions.      As 
lA"^,       tI,^\       ".    '*>'    ""   "«   ='■"  "="■  ""«"   "l"^"  their 
and  the'RiJ  i   .i;    not  private   land:    It   Is   meant  for  multiple   use 
and   the   SL«   ought    to    Increase    its    field   presence    In   order    to 
ll^SA  ""JZ   '"P"""""    Oy  enforcing  cooperative  plan,    with 
leasees.      BLB  should  grajlna   permits    Instead  of   merely  Issuing 
warnings    whore    permittees   continue    violations.  "suing 

25s  ..i.J'J'tl  'tS!  '""""', <'>"^  aa  exceptions    be  made    to   fencing 
-rlterla.    There   have  already   been  too  many  exceptions   made 
statewide   to    the  detriment  of   free  roaming  wildlife       HHF 
supports   nn    Innnhlln    in  fencing  standards 


' 


a,  N    ,*^*''   ''■?"1'1   iK   "hands   off    for  rangeland    Improvements. 


268 

a  --..  »>  .=ry  snort  00  wnoerness  areas  and  to  take  a  chan. 
k  compromising  a  HS*  before  It  can  b.  considered  as  wilS^ri 
K  to   lessen   Its  chances  of   being  designated   th«t   w.v 

27S 


Stae..ld»  w.  knoK  that  public  land  has  b«an  abused. 


1 
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Peralttaea    h«v«  run  •or«  cattle   than   the/  said    they  had,    and   the 
nanageiMnt   practices  often  have   baen    Inadequate   to  uLntaiD   ran«e 
condttlona   as    la    Indicated  by   the   levei   c  condition  at   aiooat 
•very  crazing  allotaeat   in  the   nanacenent  area. 

2  8  li  ^'^*'  ^'^"  should  state   their   iecal    rl«ht   to  suspend  «rasln« 

^^2   rtahta    to  any    leasee  uho  denies   access    to   the  public.       It    is 

S9   public    land  and  anyone  who   violates    that  access    to    the    public 
should  be   warned  that   the/  are  going  to   lose   their  grartng    lease. 
It   la   tln»e    the   BLii  started   to  exercise    that   prerogative;    to  our 
ttnowledge  this    has   never  been  done    In  w/onilng. 

WW?  support*    the   BLH'a   desire   to    laiprove   prlorttr   1   vater 
srsteoa.    including  Base  Creek.    Sage  Creek  and   Hagart/  Creek.      The 
Sage  Creek  drainage  causes  a   caajor  degradation   to    the   fisher/  of 
the  North  Platte  Hlver.      The  North  Platte  changes    fro»  class    1    to 
class  2  at   the  confluence  of  Sage  Creek.      Obviously  pollution   to 
Sage  Creek  oust   be  cleaned  up   to  save  the   potential  ciaaa    I 
fishery  of    the  (*orth  Platte   beUw   Its   confluence.      Cattle  graslng 
la  apparently  a  major  cause  of  sedloentatloo  and  should  be 
controlled. 

2  Q  Ij  Hlldl.LIa  -   Aquatic  Wetland    InproveiDent   plantings    indicate   that 
fc  '»-'  a  aoout   2*0   acres    of   aquatic   wetland    plantings    are   spread   out   over 

S«  4   HHP"fl.      This   seens    inadequate  considering   the  damage    that   has 
undoubtedly   occurred    to   wetlands    areas    as    s    result   of 
_    overgrazing.       Wetland    Improvement    la    usually   necessitated    by 
S«  grazing  practices   and   this    goes    back  to  the  grazing  appendix 
where  oost  of    the  allotments   are    in  category  c,    and  here  we  ar^ 
improving  only  a  small   portion.      Hore  effort  should  be  directed 
towards   correcting   damage   to   wetlands,    or   grazing  allotments 
■   ahouid   be   reduced    if   danage   cannot   be   controlled. 

'^ni  f-    1      There  are  only  two  acres    in  all  of   the  HHP  areas    for 

WW  a  Colorado   cutthroat   enclosures,    and   the    two    acres    are    In   the    Saggs 

Sm   HHP  which    indicates    a   single   project.       This    is    wholly    inadequate 
^or   the   sane    reasons    that    the   aquatic   wetland    ioprovenent    program 
Is    inadequate.       Obviously  cattle   do   damage    to    riparian   habitats, 
causing  slltatlan   and   reduction   of    trout   habitat,    but  only    two 
acres   of   ail    the   water   sheds    in   the   entire   district   are    being 
excluded   from   livestock  grazing    to   protect   the   valuable   Colorado 
cutthroat   fishery. 

HWF   advocates    that   fences    that   have    been   given   exceptions    or 
that   have   been   found    to   be    in    violation   of    fencing   stipulations 
should  be  returned  to  their  correct  standards. 
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This  Is  an  Inadequate  planning  document  that  needs  major 
changes.   He  make  the  following  recommendations: 

1.  Make  the  planning  document  trackable  and  easier  to  r-ad 

2.  Integrate  the  resources  management  In  a  meaningful  way 
J.   Treat  wildlife  as  a  primary  resource  rather  than  a 

resource  that  is  "mitigated',  "coordinated"  or 
"adjusted"  as  needed  to  accommodate  commodity  output. 
That  Is  not  multiple  use; 

i.      Develop  a  cost  benefit  analysis  of  all  management 
programs; 

5.  Develop  a  monitoring  plan  and  Implementation  schedul-; 

6.  Decrease  livestock  grazing  to  the  point  that  f^lr  to 
poor  condition  ranges  can  Improve  their  productiv 

7.  Scratch  all  uneconomical  fbelow  cost)  logging; 

3.  Integrate  economically  Justified  logging  with  wlldlif- 
objectlves  of  BLB  and  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fl'h 
Departnent; 

9.  Amend  and  improve  the  coal  appendices  bas-d  on  ^ 
agreement  with  HHF .  HHF.  BB6  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department  and  the  D.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

ID.   Develop  a  specific  recreation  plan  by  type  and  area 
This  includes  primitive  and  semiprlmltlve  recreation 
hunting  and  fishing.   Acknowledge  the  signlfif-ance  of 
hunting  and  fishing  recreation;  and 

11.  Specifically  develop  planning  tor  Immensely  Increased 
protection  of  riparian  habitats,  crucial  winter  range- 
rare  habitats  and  critical  wildlife  habitats. 
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Responses  to  Letter  114 

1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  103. 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  13  of  letter  103. 

3.  The  effects  of  current  grazing  practices  are  analyzed  as 

a  part  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  Alternative 
A  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Also  please  see  general  response 

4.  In  both  the  draft  RMP/EIS  and  this  proposed  RMP/final 

EIS.  the  impacts  from  mineral  development  (including  oil 
and  gas  activities)  are  analyzed  to  the  level  of  detail 
appropriate  for  this  tier  of  the  planning  process.  More 
detailed  analysis  will  be  conducted  during  activity  plan- 
ning. The  planning  tiers  are  described  in  general 
response  2. 

For  purposes  of  comparing  impacts  under  the  different 
alternatives,  we  made  assumptions  about  future  explora- 
tion and  development.  The  documents  contain  analysis 
of  the  environmental  effects  of  mineral  development  on 
cultural/natural  history  resources,  livestock  grazing,  min- 
eral resources,  recreation,  soils,  and  water,  and  air,  visual 
resources,  and  fisheries  and  wildlife  habitat. 

5.  The  Wild  Horse  Draw  area  has  been  dropped  from  further 

consideration  for  coal  leasing. 

6.  The  revised  Coal  appendix  to  this  document  addresses 

the  mine  plan  mitigations  for  China  Butte  under  unsuit- 
ability  criterion  15.  Sufficient  forage  would  be  provided 
to  maintain  WGFD  target  populations  for  wintering  an- 
telope and  deer  in  the  area. 

7.  The  revised  Coal  appendix  to  this  document  deals  with 

access  to  Atlantic  Rim.  Routes  for  access  to  Atlantic  Rim 
and  for  transportation  of  coal  from  the  area  would  be  res- 
tricted to  those  found  acceptable  through  consultation 
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with  the  WGFD  and  other  interested  parties,  and  effects 
on  wildlife  would  be  minimized  while  the  coal  market  and 
any  other  foreseeable  coal  development  in  the  area 
would  be  considered.  Given  present  knowledge,  the 
Twenty-Mile  Road  from  Rawlins  to  the  west  side  of  the 
Atlantic  Rim  coal  area  appears  to  be  the  least  environ- 
mentally sensitive  route. 

8.  Mitigation  for  loss  of  elk  forage  is  covered  in  the  revised 

Coal  appendix  to  this  final  document  under  unsuitability 
criterion  15  for  Atlantic  Rim.  Sufficient  forage  would  be 
provided  to  maintain  WGFD  target  populations  for  win- 
tering elk  on  the  Atlantic  Rim  portion  of  the  Baggs  Elk 
Crucial  Winter  Range.  The  degree  of  overlap  of  foraging 
areas,  and  thus  the  dietary  overlap  between  elk  and  cat- 
tle, would  be  determined,  and  adjustments  in  livestock 
management  would  be  made  if  necessary. 

9.  The  Northeast  Cow  Creek  area  has  been  dropped  from 

further  consideration  for  leasing. 

10.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  65  of  letter  103. 

11.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  17.  We 

did  not  intend  to  imply  that  timber  stands  cannot  renew 
themselves  naturally.  However,  management  actions, 
including  harvest,  can  make  timberstands  more  produc- 
tive overthe  long  term  for  both  wildlife  habitat  and  wood 
products. 

Without  management,  death  of  trees  caused  by  beetle 
infestation  can  lead  to  a  buildup  of  fuels  and  catastrophic 
wildfire.  That  beetle  kills  and  wildfires  are  a  part  of  the 
natural  life  cycle  of  lodgepole  pine  is  well  documented. 
The  timber  harvests  create  conditions  similar  to  those  cre- 
ated by  wildfires  and  allow  for  regeneration  of  lodgepole. 
Through  management  we  can  control  the  timing,  loca- 
tion, and  extent  of  disturbances  to  meet  our  objectives 
better. 

12.  Each  timber  sale  is  evaluated  to  determine  whether  it 

might  be  "below  cost":  that  is,  if  it  would  cost  more  to 
prepare  and  administer  than  the  receipts  gained.  If  a  sale 
falls  into  this  category,  harvesting  still  may  be  necessary 
because  of  other  considerations  such  as  insect  or  dis- 
ease problems  or  wildlife  habitat  needs.  Such  a  sale  is 
identified  in  our  budget  submissions  along  with  specific 
justifications. 

Prescribed  burning  will  be  considered  for  use  in  areas 
where  it  would  Improve  a  specific  situation  while  meeting 
management  objectives. 

13.  An  ORV  implementation  plan  will  be  prepared  on  the 

basis  of  designations  outlined  in  the  final  RMP. 

14.  Please  see  general  response  1. 

15.  Please  see  general  response  1. 

16.  A  benefit/cost  analysis  will  be  prepared  for  each  grazing 

treatment  before  it  is  implemented.  Also  please  see 
general  response  1. 

17.  Gross  Income  figures  were  included  in  the  analysis  for 

forestry  because  they  were  readily  available  and  varied 
substantially  from  one  alternative  to  another.  As  noted 
above,  a  benefit/cost  analysis  will  be  prepared  for  each 
grazing  treatment  before  it  is  implemented.  BLM  manag- 
ers consider  such  economic  determinations,  along  with 
many  other  factors,  before  a  given  grazing  treatment  is 
adopted.  ■ 

The  economic  effects  of  most  of  the  management  actions 
would  not  vary  greatly  from  one  alternative  to  another; 
therefore,  any  further  presentation  of  an  analysis  would 
not  help  managers  to  choose  a  course  of  action. 

18.  Please  see  general  response  5. 

19.  Because  of  the  nearness  of  the  area  you  mentioned  to 

Rawlins  and  the  checKerboard  landownership  pattern  in 
the  area,  there  will  be  increasing  demands  on  these  lands 


for  community  expansion,  economic  development,  and 
recreational  activities  close  to  town.  Map  12  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  delineates  areas  in  which  the  BLM  would  like 
to  obtain  access  across  private  lands.  It  dees  not  mean 
that  we  are  proposing  to  acquire  lands  in  tnat  area.  The 
plan  was  prepared  with  recognition  of  the  values  of  this 
area,  and  it  allows  flexibility  to  meet  local  planning  objec- 
tives and  public  demands  in  the  future.  Also  please  see 
general  response  9. 

20.  Please  see  general  response  9. 

21.  Please  see  general  response  9. 

22.  Stand  eradication  would  not  affect  old  growth  values 

such  as  cavity  nesting  habitat.  It  is  proposed  for  stands 
that  are  severely  overstocked,  small,  and  stagnated  and 
for  areas  that  are  referred  to  locally  as  "dog  hair."  These 
stands  consist  of  stagnated  lodgepole  pines  that  are 
small  in  diameter  and  short  because  of  overcrowding 
and  disease.  The  trees  in  these  stands  would  not  respond 
to  treatments  like  thinning  because  of  their  advanced 
age.  Trees  in  such  stands  would  never  attain  sufficient 
size  to  produce  the  old  growth  habitat  of  concern. 

23.  Over  the  next  20  years,  all  roads  projected  for  timber  har- 

vest would  be  temporary  roads.  Logging  roads  will  typ- 
ically be  temporary  unless  they  also  serve  some  other 
purpose  that  warrants  keeping  them  open. 

24.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  120  of  letter  103. 

25.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comments  5  and  124  of  letter 

103. 

26.  Please  see  general  response  1. 

27.  Actual  use  information  will  be  requested  for  all  allotments 

in  the  planning  area  as  a  part  of  the  requlrec  monitoring. 

28.  The  BLM  has  the  authority  to  suspend  leases  if  a  lessee 

denies  access  across  leased  public  lands.  However,  that 
authority  does  not  extend  to  requiring  the  lessee  to  pro- 
vide public  access  across  private  lands. 

29.  The  240-acre  figure  is  an  estimate  of  the  area  involved 

in  plantings  that  would  be  conducted  as  a  part  of  the  wild- 
life program.  Many  of  these  plantings  would  be  done  in 
"M"  and  "C"  category  allotments.  They  are  in  addition 
to  the  riparian  improvements  planned  by  the  livestock 
grazing  program  in  "I"  category  allotments.  Also  please 
see  general  response  7. 

30.  A  total  of  less  than  1  mile  of  streams  on  puolic  lands  in 

the  planning  area  contains  Colorado  cutthroat  trout  hab- 
itat. Approximately  half  of  this  is  in  Dirtyman  Fork  Creek 
in  a  narrow  canyon  that  receives  little  or  no  cattle  use. 
Much  of  the  remaining  habitat  lies  within  the  two  exclo- 
sure  areas. 
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UrrtTED  STATES  ENVinONMENTAL  PfC^^CTOt  *GeNCY 

REGION  vm 

0«     IWi  STFtEET-SUrTE  SOD 

D€NVER,  CCH.0RAOO     •iCa02-2*Ca 

SEP  1  4  1387 


John  Hjsband,  Team  Leader 

Bureiu  of  Land  Harugeaent 

fiawMns  District 

P.O.  Box  670 

AnMns,    Wyoo1n9     32301 


Dear  Mr.   ^iJs0^nd: 


1  15C 


RE;     dMtcfie  ia-auue  Draft  Re?M,n:e 
MaM9»«flt  Plan/Envi  nx«*nm 
IniMCt  SUtaienc    [Rrt'/EISl.    and 
MMICine  3qw  Mlldemess  Sup()le«nt 


'",j;?°!^'"='  »ith  the  Natloiul   Enrlron-CTUl    Policy  Att  (IffPAl  and  our 

resoonslsnitfts  unoer  Section  309  of  the  Clean  AI  r  A<:t,  the  Reolon  v'll 
office  of  the  tnYl  ron-tnta  1   Protection  Agency   lEPA)  has  revlewd  tw 
^ferencM  ''""Knt!.     I*.  EPA  awrecl.t*.  the  ooport^lt,  to  wet  ..th  you  In 
Ujly.  1966.     The  mfetin,  ws  followd  up  By  £?A'5  5coo)ng  cofcerm  for  tie 

'J:?"J  "''1"^  '"'  '"  *"«""  "■  "86-      In  l«ItI»rto  er,vlTo™«;t;i 
pnoitlons  ana  effects,  our  neyte.  Is  also  focused  on  the  ftf  as 
a  cosorehensive  friKwn   fo^  wnagfng  and  allotting  puollc   land  ana 
resource  uses     Ipagel;.     Our  enclosed  detal  led  c:««rt!  are  Intenoed  to  wie 
a  constructive  coBtnOutlon  to  this  •conprehenslve  irmt^rt'. 

Based  on  our  corcems  and  the  criteria  EPA  has  estaollsned  to  rate 
adequacy  of  draft  EISs,  w  have  rated  this  draft  0*/EIS  as  Category  E0-! 
1  environmental   oojections-fnsufflclent  Infomatlon).     A  su-ery  of  our  EIS 
rating  definitions   is  enclosed.     The  irajor  concerns/reco-enoatlons  addressed 
In  our  detailed  ciswints  relate  to: 

0        Setter  description  of  consistency  nith  wter  paallty  sundaros 

(existing/designated  beneficial  uses,  use  omtectlon  criteria,  and 
antloegraaatlon  rMui  rooentsl  and  the  f  eoeral/5-jte  i«Mr  Duality 
■anagement  programs. 

0        inconsistent  and  Insufficient  level   of  analysis  of  effects  on  surface  ana 
ground  aater  resairtes/teneficlal  uses   In  relation  to  apoHcaole  statutes. 


Hater  Quality  Standards.  Jater^nM 


additional   Poa-Msitatlon  of  guidellnes/regulr 
coal  develocnent. 


:flts  for  oil   and  jas,  and 


Oi*stions  on  adeauacy  of  range  managewent  plans  za  support  njltiole 
rangeland  values  under  appllcaole  statutes. 

providing  oojectlves   for  Veas  of  Critical   Environ^ntal   Cojiem  lACEC) 
wnagenent  that  are  adeouate  to  assure  resource  pnjtectlon  and   for 
consistent  ACEC  recowiLndaclons  by  alternative. 


0         ^^^o«,n,^s  .ater  guallt,   stanoaros    r^S,    ano  „ter  ouallty  ^„age«„t 

0        Federal    agency  leadershlo  resoonsiBIlIties  to  "-nitect  anrt      . 

quality  of   .    .    .   wter  .    .    .    resources"  "ai  ifll  ,1'  1  ""'"''   -He 
applicable    snindanss    I  E«cuti,Toralr     iE5   ^-^       noTir':"?- 
Water  Act  Section   331.  " '"  "°   '  ^*o  and  aean 

°  s'soi^rr^iaS:  p"^nr"!:r'^e'=o-!5;i;s°"::^"" '"--'  -  '^^^ 
:^c°pTpa:t^'^'i.i?ir'"'^"---'°--'— '-'^^^ 

0         FMeral    Land  Policy  and  Manaoeoent  Act   (FlPwii  -«n,-i-,   ,     ■ 

ouallty  of  ecologiLl,   envr^'nTerta?".  "^Jo""  '"«Sr  'rZ^l'" 
■     ■    ■    values      [Section   102lali3n    and   to  >eet  imlr.nl!  5.   7 
«eral   -pollution  control    la^s'  anSVuriol  .  ?    S"  'JJ^  '"" 
luple^entatlon  plans"    ISectioo  fflZlcl  I81)-  stanoardsor 

The  draft  WP/EiS  contains  co^enoable  onl.rf.— ,   f«  ■ . 

esLiolIshed  sundards   for  gual   tTof^urt  ce  Jur'I^n  ™  ^.'"'  """ 
degraded  by  unnatural   causes"    Ipa'ge   o1  S"^  Jc^i^Tws'as   '    '   "" 

standards-   for  the  planning  ar^a  .page  466).     G^rVv^^has  ^L  ,fl„ 

S'n^  ^^t'of""?^'"""''  '"«  "«  =™"«»1.  -oP-oJi^".   ",^«"        " 
Mnagement  of  «ter  resourries  and   ifs  ecological   -ntegrliyr 

"'    ^  °       b''.^?jc5".ris«°n  '"^',1'  "":  ""  '»"""  »'  ""««  "  •■^1""  :■• 
a  """'els'   »"S  prescribed  in  State  '*S  Isages  137  and  1«1. 
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0        providing  aodHtonal   guidance  and  docjiienutlon  needed  for  protection  of 
n  pan  an  and  -etl  and  values,  v  uk.ei.Lion  or 

0        oeveloonent  of  a  fra««ir«   for  Clean  Water  Jct.-water  guallty  sundjrds 
and  grouna  .ater  «)nitaring.  '   >i.«nwm5 

0        and  inclusion  of  ™re  specific  plans   for  cooroinatlon  and  ii.ole«enL.tion 
among  other  ite«s.   in  an  implementation  chapter  cr  appenoi>, 

^VrlJi'XVr.ll""''"'""  '  '"   '"""""'■  "'"  -1-  also   ,«„„   tl. 


i 


.,„.hM        'J*'EIS  contains  cooMndablc  oojectlves  to  "i.et  or  exceed 
!SU61isned  stanoaros    for  duality  of    surface  .ater  ,no  jroundwter  .«„ 

oegracM  by  unnatural   causes"    Ipage  611.   and  to  use  r,»i„,'s  .OS  as   '    ' 
s-jnoards     for  the  olanning  area  Ipage  4661.     Our  -e.i.,  nas  ire^tlfled 
MStlons  of  consistency,   ana  SOTO  coranendable  aoproacws  to  manage^nt  of 
Mter  resources  and  its  ecological    Integrity.  ■.mw-ent  or 

■Wyoming's  .ater  auailty  standards   IWOS)  currently  set  antldeoraoation 
reauirewnts  only  on  Class   I  -aters.     Since  £PA' s  int'ol^JaL     S  '^"'^r^nts 
apply  to  all   waters  of  -M,  United  States.   Wycnino  .illl4  aoa^ssiJ^CPAT 
reou.rements  this  year  as  part  of  the  triennial    r.vi...of   its  *S       .e 
encourage   the  M.«  to  oe  part  of  this  process  ano  be  a«re  of  the  Jpol  icability 
".,'.""  ™""-"""  ■■"'^  »«y  "»ly  M  IH  strea.s.      "he  State  of  .yo»ino 
contact  person  is  .onn  .aoner  in  Cheyenne   I777-707S,  and  the  EPA  contiir 
Mrson   IS  Jim  Latorcnat   ins  564-1  S81    or  303-293-1=51).  ^-nijci 

We  vmuld  aooreciate  the  opportunity  to -discuss  .ith  'he  B_M  i>i   -,-,.v,#,« 
responses  and  RfiP/EIS  revisions  relating  to  Epl  co^rr^;  prio^to  "e       "^'^ 
<>iP/i.nal   lis.     =ased  on  e.oertence  revlemng  these  coc'jients.   such  a 
coordination  process  «juld  be  beneficial    in  helping  aoar.ss  oCr  concerns 
lease  contact  Douglas  Lofstedt  of  my  staff  as  neeoed  f=;    urther^r 
cooraination  at  303-233-1  71  7  or  FTS  564-1  71  7.  urtner  ^« 

Sincerely, 

Robert  R.   DeScam.  ^\{f 
Environmental    'clicy  Branch 
Policy  ana  Mand9onenc  Division 


Hillary    Oden.    rfyooiirhg  3LH  State  Director 

David  »illiaffl5.    Cffice  cf  Planning  and  Environmental    Coortinati 

BLH  Wasninatcn  Cffice 
Sandy   Wood,    director,    Wyoming   OeDartment  of  ! 


'illiam  Oickerson.   JA  Office  of  Fede 


■ral  Act! 


■cnTOnta)    Cuality 
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Similar  to  otner  Rj^P/EISs, 
>«culd  provide  for  tnalnuin' 
However,   just  maintenance  of   i 


C«A.  f"LPH*,   and  £0  oOjectlvps  ceoendinq  on   \rt 
degradation;  nor  Is  there  a   rfcngnuion  of  3r=i 


ne  sutemertts  are  mm  thjt  tfie  alarrntivei 
"   -^Mting  wat«r  3i>jlity    loage    13  aM  11]. 
nstinq   «it*r  cu4i'ty   My   or   may   not  3i«t 
ifcxint   of   exi  sting 

...stin,  beneficial   uses    ■^''^'-'-W^^r,:,,,'^i^^':K'\r.:^TS'Z:L. 
r.»    ;7i"  IhM^'!:   "   -'  """"":t«  01  btner  statwnts.    such  a,  on 
page  271    ana  290  vrtiere     Oegraoation  of  .ater  tullty"  «iuld  be  held  to  a 
_=j1n1.u.      ana  on  page  239  ,«r,  grazing  mana«^t'«uld  r^uc^ 
begraoation  of  .ater  ouality"    in    ";-   allot«rts.      llso     -^stioo  .nv 
^"SJL^t:;'-"?    '",'««""«  Ci^Oitions.   .11=1.',  nadlut     and   n    rnr 
legeution     is  only  for  certain  an,as  1  o^ge   r,,  -,tner  than  the  -lol. 
More  definitive  iX>  critena  jig  standards  are  , 


resource  area. 


and  to  describe  the     levels  of   .    .    .   protection  to  be  MinLain.d"  y 


"■?. 


ired  on  page    9.      Also.    :r»  aoMsis   on    ■^i^nvtr^rtit  of  C: 
streams     as      first  pnoruy     ■;a9e    "" 
in  Class   II   tnnjugn  IV  stre 


raises  a  :je^tion  of  awtinq  .CS 
tMt  should  be  aodressed. 


liiwecessary 
■  ■wnaging  act' 


I 


Under  FLPNA  reoui  rements   to  -protect  the  ouolic   '  anos  fn 

and  undue  oegraoation"   {p^ge   124).   bLM' s  coli-r 

such  as  mi„e_ral   deyelOB.ent  to  -et  «S  needs   -.;  :e  cieaHy'd^'fin,,   „ 

the  text,     ror  eMmole.   «ter  cuality  could  oe  tjonoea  fro.  oil   no  -.as 

develotment  and  grazing  under  A)  ternative  C  .:a3e"i73)       "7 fact  ^r- 

riolriSn  ■l'"!'""""?""'    '='^-«~  '""«■"-   -aien  «ter,  ini       ' 

FlJ*  v^oLt^lls.  °       '"°  '^'  ="'"'""»'     ='?>  ;30'.    "firing  C,A  and 

Another  eumole  is   the  Kortn  Platte  River  .nicn  «uid  be  managed  as  a 
special    recroation  oanagement  area   lS»«)   under  all   alternatives 
Ipage   J).     Wwver.    the   land  adjacent  to  t(«  «oi-,n  Platte  Riv^r  "auln 
hecom  unavailable   for  m:re.tion  and  the  gualit,  of  fishino  could 
decl   ne     under  the  pniferred  alterisitive  because  of  locatabie  mneril 

co'Jur^f'ec??*   '"■      "  ""•^  ""  ""^"  •-^'  "  SW?de?i    nation  lould 
contain  effective  management  mechanisms,   and  t-,  ^tertial   alclineof 
fishing  duality  imolies  a  potential    for  wqS/Heneficial   use  violations. 

t^!  'Z*LT'\  alternative  «uIO  "-strict  surfac  =isturoa™:e  and  „ouce 
the  potential    for  soil  erosion"  on  864,975  acn-s  -j  orotect  npanan 
S^n     o"'',in?'--     '"-i'"  °""  ■  =  "^'=^'  "^-^1-  »u1o  ma™Tm^"t  :. 
(oS^   5i,  "";'"'"  "'     ="=''»"  ""  oegraisticn  :-  «ter  resourTes" 
Ipage   93).      ConseducntI  y ,   tw  ouestion  of  consiste-ic.   is   raised  aoain   -n 
relation  to  CaA  ana  fu^w  policies  of  protecti41?oloiicar       ^ 
environmental,   and  water  resource  values,      .nat-acpens'  to  tMse 
-tersheos  not  deemed  -criticai-i      "Se^r.l    :r.c-.-:es"  are   1  il-.L   to 
improve  «cer  quality   in     important"  .atersneos     ^=e   iiSl.     .nat  ar.   -, 
criteria   for  lOedtl  fying  "critical-    ,rsus   "-Toor-jnt"  «t.rsneos7      "-e 

t«neral    practices"   are  simple  out  Mod  en,iron«n-jl    tecryiioues       .~ 
«uld  they  not  be  applied  to  activities   in  all   «-.,rsneos  -ith  mooiton-g 
to  ensure  proper  and  effective  apolication?  ii.on.ior.r. 


195 


1  15E 


1 

1 

1 


The  cunulatlve  ground  «ter  impact   in  areas  not  designated  a   "critical" 
yiould  oe  assessM   in   cnis   EIS.      I>ie  use  of  unUnea  brine  oi  ts  allows 
infiltration  of    saline  nater   into  tne  snallow  gnDund  water  systefflS,     3y 
issuing  adaitional    leases  wnich  allow  tMs   practice    (even    in 
"uniaportant"  wtersneds)   the  potential    for  significant   imoacts  to  the 
area's  ground  water  resource   is   f>eigntenefl.      This  contamination  will    have 
di  rect  iaipact  on  wildli  fe  and  vegetation  at  local   points  of  discharge 
( 5>nngs  and  seeps). 

"e  request  that  the  HMP/EIS  deal  more  thorougMy  and  clearly  with 
oojectives   for  healtfi  of  the  aquatic  systems.     One  area  of  confusion  is 
the  otijective  to  be  achieved.     Accon:ir>q  ta  page  95,    "35  ^iles  of  trout 
streini  habitat  would  be  ennanced".     Elsewwre,  a  "positive  effect"   Is   to 
be  achieved.     On  cage   395,    the  intent  is  to  'maintain  or  imortive'    tfw 
"35  Allies  of  trout  stream".      Is  "maintain*  a  contradiction?     The 
oefinition  of  "fositive  effect"   as  an  objective  for  aouatic  naoitat  seems 
too  vague  and  can  even  mean  only  a    reouceo  rate  of  degracation 
([age   Z22).      Likewise.  *hat  does  "ennanceo'  .Tean?     Tet,   "All   alternatives 
should  contain  provisions"    for  sufficiwit  habitat  to  meet  the  'pooulation 
goals  estaolisfiea  for  all  wildlife  soecies   in   tfw  WGFD  strategic  plan" 
(page  23).     ^e  could  not  find  that  the  cojectlves  for  "positive'  or 
"enhanced"   haOit4t  effects  are  aaequat*  to  meet  habitat  goals,   wtiat  the 
■sufficient"  amount  of  aquatic  haoitjt  is  by  alterratlve,   wcictncr  tne 
fish  population  goals  are  consistent  w-ith  the  ■QS,    and  wtiether  3LH 
policies   in  the  definition  of  a  "positive  effect'  or  'enhanced'  .Tieets  dW 
and  FLPHA  oojectives.      Also,   all   altarratives  would  prevent  "significant 
dajwge"   to  "fish  .    .    .   conrnunities"  (page  65).     We  were  unaale  to   find 
RHP/tIS  cntena  for  improvement  or  allowaole  degradation  of  aquatic 
li  fe /ecosystems  that  corresponds  to  FLrKA  and  CwA  cOjectlves  and  that 
will    provide  a  basis   for  activity  plans. 

Oil   and  gas  development -«uld  have  "protective  wasures*,   in  areas  of 
"inoortant   .    .    .    fish  haDiUt"    (page   cl).     liltewlse,   "lonq-tfim 
disturoance"  would  be  avoided  In  'hlgn  priority  standard  .   .    .   fisheries 
areas'    (page   66).      ^i^w  was  the  distinction  of  'i[noort4nt"  or  'high 
pnofity"  made  and  ho«  are  sucn  distinctions  consistent  with  FiPfA  and 
CMft  oojectives?     Would  M3S  be  violated  in   "uniBportant'   strea«s? 

Potential   Impacts  to  surface  and  ground  water  are  a  concern  with  several 
potential   coal   lease  areas  (pages  J14-31S).     wry  »ere  only  the  potential 
effects  on  ground  later  discussed  on  page  3147     The  iW/EIS  owes  the 
deteraination  tnat  the  new  lease  areas  irt  acceptable  regarding  surface 
and  ground  later  impacts.     We  question  this  detemination  without  mre 
secific  requirements   for  acceptaple  lap^cts   to  be  ii»t  prior  to  issuing  a 
lease.     For  esapole,   in  two  places  the  discussion  prescribes  ultlgation 
only  to  "reduce"    the  Impacts.      However,   just  reducing   the  iBpacta  may  or 
nay  not  conply  with  tne  various  appiicaole  statutes  and  stanaanis.     Also. 
WOS  Art  related  only  to  monitoring  plans  on  page   315,   not  lease  operating 
reouir^ents.     Allowable  impairments  m  beneficial  uses  snouid  also  be 
part  of  the   inforiatlon  submitted  by   lessees   ( arxi  approvea  by  wyoaing 
D£0).     What  violations  will   praspt  enforcoient  action  by  BLM? 
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Potential  adverse  effects  on  ground  <«te-.  at  least  for  coal   I'linq.  are 
noteo  on  Appendix  page   314.     ^towever,   we  fbuis  t.hat.  1)   the  discuss":*!  of 
grouno  i«ter  resources  was  very  qualitative   a-3  not   specific   to  t.-<  iMP  area, 
dna  li    the  environmental    consequences  chaoter  ;c^s   not  appear  to   axress 
ground  "Ster  impacts.      Consequently,  we  fyayf  s-»v*ral    suggesticns- 

0         The  lialted  site-specific  data    should  be  ■"■tegrsted  with  ■'if;-iat1on   from 
general    references   to  develop  a   good    neT-i-al    "picture'  gf  ^"Zixiti  «t<r 
tsources.     We  suggest  contacting  the  -.;,    seological   Survey     -iiSl 
Office  in  (Jieyenne   for  any  pubHsneo  ana  .•ouolishefl  iata  tnat  eicists. 

0        The  discussion  of  ground  water  uses   Ipaae  '  ^9)  is  extremely  cj*litat1ve, 
Jiving  no  real    indication  of  how  much  g*rxrd  water  is  actual"-  teing  used 
:jf    all    use  categories.      Ground  water  ut-'^ntion  and   source    '-'elation 
is  necessary  to  adequately  assess  the  pc'-^tial    impacts  an  c-.tr  jses 
resulting   from  eacn  alternative. 

0        The  discussion  of  occurrence  and  quantity  ,  ^age   1491  centers  z-^  saturated 
thictnesses  and  ranges  of  well    yields.      '■'   is  very  gener;:  irz  provides 
little  actual   information  on  the  occurre-ce  of  ground  water  •-  t.ie 
resource  area.      There  is  no  discussion  :f  tne  regional    .-ecnar^c; discharge 
areas,   depth,  or  even   the  range  of  aeptrs  tl  which  aquifers  *-e   fDund_ 
(by  basin).      Therefore,  the  potential    tc  :«  affected  by  the  actions 
proposed  can  not  be  assessed.     Aoditionai'/.  assessnent  :f  xtential 
future  utilization  of  these  resources   is  -ct  possible  without  oeclfic 
Information  on   the    feasibility  and  relat-f«  ease  of  accessing    tfle 
resource,      information  for  eacn  basin  s'^owid  be  provided  rfii;n  describes 
recharge  and  discharge  areas,   overburflen  leotns  (i.e.,  Ceotn  tc 
aquifers),  a  strati  graphic /hydro  geologic  section,  and   infonwtion  on 
>*ter  quality.     This   regional    informati^i  snould  be  availaoie  fro«  the 
USoS  office  in  (^leyenne, 

0        As  described  above  for  other  sections  of  *-■»  flWP/EIS.   the  secti^  on 
quality  (pages  1 4g,   152)   is  also  very   ;er«ral   and  conveys  little 
inforaation  on  ground  water  quality    in   fe  resource  area,    esieciilly  for 
all   aquifers  below  the  alluvial   aquifer  s/Stemi.     Specific  i*ter  qualliy 
infomation  is  necessary  to  charactenie  :.■«  ground  water  qjiiity, 

0         The  section  on  causes  of  pollution  discsses  several    sources  :f 

pollution,   all   resulting   from  the  energy  'iixstry.      Infonatiai  on  which 
aquifers  are  potenilally   impacted  by  tr.e  **nous  activities   should  be 
Includec. 
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In  addition,  we   found   insufficient  discussion  of  effects  of  coal   activity 
on   aquatic    1 1  fe /ecosystems    in  Chapter  fair.      Likewise  the  analysis  of 
effectiveness  of  proposed  mitigation  to  protect  Se^lnoe  Reservoir  and 
associated   stream  beneficial    uses    is   insufficient. 

The  Wyoaing  DEO  has  recognized  the  ne*o  to  set  uO  i  "manaoewent  and 
sediment  control    study"   to  address  the  «a]or  cold  water  f  snery 
Imoai  rnents    in  Sates   Creeic   (page   466).      >e   source  of   inpai  ment   1s 
seqiment  probably  from  'Accelerating   gully  erosion  frgn  grazing   lands." 
What  does  the  RWP  propose   for  resolving  the  proolem? 

The  manageinent  actions    for  "K"    allotments  call    for  Improvlrg   balanced 
use,   "ranqe  condition,   and  proaictlvity  without  damage  to  existing 
resources'    (page   370).      These  objectives  appear  to  contradict  the 
preferred  alternative's    intention  to  '"ot  imorove'  ecological    conditions 
of   'other  allotments  with  a  downwaro    trenq'    (acparently  M,  z,   and  seme    [ 
allonnents)   resulting  In  continued  decline  of  vegetative  ccver,  ana 
"reduced  water  quality  and  increaseo   rates  of  accelerated  erosion" 
(page  ZS).     Consequently,  the  question  of  wnether  the  preferred 
alternative  is  cooplying  with  the  statutes.   £0s,   and  other  ?lV/ilS 
direction   for  WQ5  should  be  acWressed. 

The  RMP/EIS  should  describe  the  "tnchasis'   that  will   be  placed  on 
managemert  of  municipal   and/or  acmestic  water  supply  watersneds  (page  22). 

The  preferred  alternative  xjuld  have  'short  tern   .   .    .   local   degradation 
of  air  and  water  quality"   fron   forestry  activities  (page   ?21.      tjwever, 
t^Ere   15  no  reference  to  the  C'-A .  ana  tne  i^^/EIS  snould  reflect  the  fact 
that  there  ire  no  provisions   in   Wytjiina's   -OS   for  allowing  even   tonoorary 
exceeaence  of  stanoards.      The  BLH  woulc  neea  to  prove   that  eiistlna 
beneficial    uses  are   fully  protecteo.      ~r\s  nethoos   to  be  used    in  t^e 
activity  plan  ^^£PA  documents    to   predict  effects  on  wQS/beneficial    uses 
snould  also  be  described  in  the  iWP/EIS. 

5LH  wiuld  only  reduce   "accelerated  erosion"    in   some  areas,    and  "should" 
Increase  vegetative  cover  rfiere  "accelerated  erosion  is  not  too  far 
advanced"    in  nparian  areas  (page   2S9).      This  direction  appears  to 
contradict  the  objective  on  page  9Z  to   'srevent  acceleratw  erosion" 
(enpnasis  addeol.     'ne  suggest  stronger  ccespitwents.     Wfy   shouldn't 
accelerated  erosion  be  prevented  rather  than   rwlicea?     Why   snouldn't 
"accelerated"   erosicfl   In   riparian  areas  3e  adequately  contrplled/restored 
even  if    it   is  advanced?     We   suggest  tnat  tne  RWP/EIS  contain  nore 
ssecific   standards  as  objectives.      The  3*/EI5  snould  also  clan  fy  how 
BLM  Is  addressing  the  streamDamc  erosion  problems   identifiM   in  the 
j^ominq   1  966  Water  Quality  Assessment. 

We  comend  plans  to   reouce   salt  loading   in  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
watersneds    (page    511.      What  specific  salmity   reouction  projects  are 
neeaeo  or  planned?     How  much   reduction   is  planned?     We  also   suggest  a  map 
of   U>e   specific  target  areas   for  salinity  control    practices. 


1  15H 


1 

188 

s 

19S 


20 


I 


The  RX'/EIS  raises  the    Issue  of  potentlil    ground  water  potiut'sn  and  the 
deterioration  of  aquifers   serving  as  ir-cing  water  scurces   js  i  result 
of  injection  wells  (page  1521.      rhe  rex-t  states  that    ■iject";n  <^lli. 
used   for  salt  water  disposal    and  ennancf:   recovery   curing  o-l    *nd  gas 
pn>3uction,  pose  a  "potentially  grave  freit'   to  ground  tate-  resources 
of    tne  RMP  area.      The   inclusion  of   tm i    '^sue.    is   sonewnat  c;-+ysing. 
The  Wyoaing  Oeparunen:  of  Environmenui    Xai  Ity    IQEO)    una  :■«   ryosing  OH 
anq  C«s  Division  currently  implement  f*   .-waerground    InjectTW  .L;ntrol 
(vlCl  program  in  the  State.      Pursuant  '-;  tiis  progr^,    -iC   >Tiits  art 
issuea  only  upon  an  aoequate  demonstraf  m  that  unqergrouno  «un:es  of 
dnnxmg  water  will   not  be  endangered  a  t   result  of  '.ne  crcscsM 
injection  activity.      This    goal    is   acmer^   tnrough  the   itate    s  rec»ilat1on 
of  well   construction  and  operation.      "■■«  e icerpt  f  rc«  CEI;'  s  '  r66  "ater 
iliallty  Assessment  gives   the  impression  '..'Jt  such  regulation  x  not 
exist. 

The  preferred  alternative  would  designate  five  million  acres  as  coen  to 
oil    and  gas   leasing  (with  subseauent    '-;ectlon  activity),      "-ere  xas 
rcnre'*^r.   no  discussion  of  the  potential   ■acacts  in  Ciaoter  t  •_:  ground 
«ter  resources  resulting  frcn  this  mnerii  Tianagenent  iecis'cn. 

The  UIC  program's  authority  begins  wnen  -r^  fluid  enters  the  ■«iihead. 
It  is  the  surface  management  agency's   resconsibil  ity   to   reauiite  the 
storage  and  handling  of  produced  water  ;-isr  to   inject'On.      xwever.    good 
environmental    practices,    inch  as  proper  ;Mign  of   briie   ri  ts,    izoear  to 
be  considered  just  for  "important"    '  anc  xssioly  "cnfrca!"     oatsrsheds 
!3jge  4651.     Sucn  practices  should  be  txi:?d  to  all    leases  ■■t*i 
aonitonng   to   insure   proper  and  effect' r*  a;plicatlon. 

The  alternatives  consider  making  various   j»ounts  of  lane  avai'iole   for 
coal    leasing  consideration.      Histonca ; "_. .  tuning    nas  aiMvs   resulted   in 
txreased  ground  water  salinity   in  tne   re-saturateo  spoils.      '.i  sane  coal 
regions   in  Coloraoo  ana  'looming,    the  "sue  of  cumulative  e*'ects  of 
salinity   loading  by  mines   is   result-;ng    ■-  SLM"  s   reconsioerat-tn  of   its 
ability   to  continue   to   lease  coal.      ~^'i   ■ ssue   should  be  considered   in 
the  early  planning  stages  (at  the  RMP/i:3   "evel   of  planmr^;   •.=  avoid 
possible  problems   later  on  of  costly  laic  excnanges, 
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The  discussion  of  'SIGNIFICANT  R£GULAT::hS*    for  soil,    «ter.    ir.a  air 

S-    resources  on   page   466  should  also   include  fie   -ater  Cualitv   Art  :-   "587 
(particularly  the  Section    319  nonpoint  source     *S1   coitr^i    zrrK-i*i.   the 
*«ter  resource   protection  and  other  water  cj'i'ty   reouirements  C"  'J'^,  and 
t-secuti  ve  Order  1  2088.      The  discussion  of  fs  ;*A  should   ••cl  jde  :*A 
M    cojectlves  for  water  ouai  ity/ecologi  cal    irte;-ity,   the  'irfJS  progrw.  Section 
w    312  .*S  coraqliance/.   and  correlation  of  best  -nanagement  :ract;;es    3MPs)   to 
3    meeting   bQS. 
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i>az  i  nq/ Range  Wanaqemefit 

We  have  several   concerns  regarding  fWP/EIS  dlrrctlwi  for  grazing  and 
range  Mnagement  that  should  be  adflresseiJ  in  revisions  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  objectives  of  Alternative  3:     "To  manage  livestock  grazing   to  ^n»rce 
■ildllfe.  watershed,  ana  riparian  values"  (page  ^61:   to  redjce  "llvwtscit 
conflicts  with  other  resources"    (page   47):    and  to   plan  ranqe    1mon}ve«nts 
'«lth  full   consideration  of  sotl,  »at«r,  and  air  resources'  (page  25*1. 
appear  to  ue  reasonably  consistent  with  FLPW  policy,  e.g..  Section 
102(a)  (81.  and  other  statutes  [given  ttie  question  of  irfiat  "full 
consideration"   and  "enhance'  wan).     Heanwfille,   tfe  consistency  of  t* 
preferred  alternative,   e.g..  'To  enhance  live^totit  grazing  irtiile 
raintaining  a  balance  Deti*e«n  econanic  use  and  manageaent  to  ennance 
«tershed  and  riparian  areas"  (page  '•6).  "ith  flpk*  and  other  statutes   is 
ml  clear.     We  ^*re  uraftle  to   find  adequate  support   for  tne  statanwits 
that  the  'benefits  of  1mole»enting"  the  allotment  aanaganent  plans  trc 
projects  under  the  preferred  alternative  '«uld  be  slJiilar  to  those 
discussed  for  AT  ternatlve  B"  (page  291).  *no  that  'optimal    resource 
tianagement"  would  be  achieved  (page  5).      The  intent  to  nuke  eighty 
percent  of  any   Increased  forage  available  to  livestock  grazing  (page  28S) 
underscores  tr«  issue  of  vitiether  the  preferred  alternative  adequately 
provides   for  watershml,  iflS.   riparian,  wildlife,   and  other  rangelana 
ecosystem  values.     As  in  exanple,  v^  question  wnetfer  "seeding  of  11.500 
acres  of  degraded  sites'  actually  would  "protect  tne  soil   from  erosion* 
(page   Z91 )   with  such  a  fieavy   ewphasis  on  livestocl:  grazing.     More 
assurances  with  iW  standards  are  needed.     Also.  tfJSybenfici  al   uses  are 
not  subject  to  a  cost-benefit  'balance'   process  sucn  as  suggested  by  tne 
preferred  alternative. 

"Improper  turn-ojt  aat«s  and  seasons  of  use'  exist  on  eignty-one  percent 
of  the  "I"  allotments  ipage  IISI-      The  relationsnio  of  improper  season  of 
use  to  rangelana  decline  in   the  EIS  area  is  sescnaed  on  page  173.      ret 
the  preferred  alternative  provides   siring  oefer^wt  an  only  two 
allotments   (Table  IVGR-I ).     Consequently,  we  question  the  effectiveness 
of  the  preferred  alterrative  m  resolving  tne  season  of  use   issue   in 
terms  of  ranqeland  ecosystea  and  watersned  prrjtection  needs.     What  are 
tne  standards  to  be  acnieved  by  sllotment  plans   for  spring  grazing 
nenagementT 

Alternative  B  would  also  be  quiclter-  in  responding   to  known  rangelana 
proolems  (page  2561  compared  to  the  preferred  alternative  (page  2911. 
Moreover,    tne  discassion  of  'earlier  Benefits  wfiere  proolems  are  itnown  to 
exist"  on  page  292   Implies  quicker  action  tjn<ler  the  preferred  altfirniti* 
than  discussed  on  page  2?1 . 

Sane  "ranges  have  been  overstocked  and  overusec'    (page   179).      Yet  the 
preferred  alternative  projects  substantial    increases  in  animal   unit 
(icnths  lAJMsl   of  grazing.     *w  has  the  prooleoi  of  ovenjse  been   resolved? 
In  fact,  one  of  the  questions  to  be  answered   in  tne  *HP  Is  the 
appropriate  livestock  stocking   levels  and  adjustawnts  needed  'In  order  to 
provide  adequate   forage  for  livestock,  wildlife,   and  watershed  protection' 
[page   171.      This  question  is  consistent  with  £PA  requests  for  R>* 
docunentation  of   resource  MAsgement  standards.     «  were  unable  to  find 
thai  the  question  was  fully  answered. 
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The  RKP/EIS  states  that  'many  wildlife  species  would  be  virtually 
unaffecteo"    by    the  alternatives  considered,   and  ctner  species  would  -vst 
be  discussed  "because  of   inadequate   inventory  CiXJ.   lack  of   lnfor«aticn 
necessary   to  predict  effects,   or  low  puoiic   interest'   (par^   ia3). 
Nunerous   species  of  animals  are  listed.      The  RMP/EiS  provides 
insufficient  documentation  that  livestock  grazing  and  mineral   develoaient 
•fluid  have  virtually  no  affect  on  particular  soecies,   regardless  of 
-nether  they  ar«  abundant,  or  there   is   'abunoant  n^oitat" ,  etc.. 
Furthermore,    information  on   such   species  inay  be   'relevant  to  adverse 
impacts"  and  "essential    to  a  reasoneo  cnoice  aaana  alternatives"    thus 
triggering  the  unrevised   requirements  of  ^0  CF3  ?art  1502.22   for 
incomplete  or  unavailable  information  (since  ^£?.A  coes  not  exclude 
disclosure  because  of  lacic  of  data  or  "low  ouolic   interest"!.     Also,  w« 
see  a   steadily    increasing   public  and  inter-agency  concern   for  effects  of 
puolic  lanq  management  activities  on  wiiQHfe   species  such  as  those 
listed  on  page   1  S3. 

The  RHP/EIS  also   states  on  page  183  that  'nonqaw"   and  "«nn-water"   fish 
were  not  considered.     However,  the  CUA  protects  tfiose  fish  as  well   as 
other  parts  of  "biological    integrity",  sucn  as  tmut.     The  sigmficaxe 
of  potential    effects   is    insufficiently  docuaented,  or  correlated  to  -CS. 

Heroicides  "(such  as  2.4-0)  will   be  aoolied   ...   in  accordance  with 
procedures  established  in  .    .    .   the  SLH  Manual"   ';age  ^101.     As   requested 
in  our  scoping    letter,    we  ask   for  disclosure  cf   xtential    effects  cf 
herpiCTde  I  including    for  ground  water)    for  tne  rosourte  area  (in  mom 
detail    than  in  oLM' s  horthk^st  Area  (noxious  -eeo  Control    Program  Hi  and 
Suppletnent).   and  "RMP/EIS  controls   to   avoid   SOraying  along  creeKS  jna 
streams  and  near  populateo  areas".      The  consistency  of   the   sprayiig 
program  with  grazing  control    conmit-tients   to  nei3  prevent 
infestations/enhance  post-treaunent  success   snould  be  described,     -or 
mining  and  chemical    control  of  vegetation.    iPA's  criteria    for  tuxic 
matenals  will    need  to  be  followed,  except  for  afl»oma,   benzeaine,   and 
chlorine  ("Ouality  Standards   for  Wyoming  Surface  Batirs",  page  M).     -cw 
will   BMPs  be  selected  or  iwdified  to  insure  conpiiance  with  toxic 
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Ground  water  recharge  areas  are  especially  susceptible   to  the  raoio 
transfer  of  pesticides   into  the  ground  water  systsn.     Once   in  this 
system,    their  persistence  and  oischarge   tnrougn  sonngs  and  seeps   ^tm?  a 
threat  to  other  area  resources,   e.g.,  wildlife.     Clinter  or  scona 
( iji  coal    areas)   in   typically  sites  of  shallow  ground  water  recharge. 
The  pronibition  of  pesticide  use  in  recharge  areas  should  be  consiMred 
in    the  RMP/EIS. 

As  requested   in  our   scoping   letter,    the  fi."Ps/EIS  snould  clearly  cMMre 
the  priority  of  expenaing  "funds    for  vegeution  rdnipulation  with  t'e  reed 
to   fund   the  oasic   high  priority  resource   protection  activities   sucn  as 
streamoanfc   and  gully  staDil iiation,    resource  conoition    inventories, 
site-specific  management  plans,    riparian  area  nianagement,   and 
non-manipulation  activities  to   implement  Allot-nent  ^<anagement  Plans 
(Art's).      Khat  is    the  Cost  of  these   furage    treacaents   versus   the  penefits? 
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riparian  Areas  and  Wetlands 

O  Q  IZ  The  BLM  objective    for  all    al  terra::  rts   is    to   'raintain    riparian  areas  in 

S  good  or  excellent  condition  and  imprtrve  jreas  that  art  oeing  degraded* 

(page   611.     Does  this  sean  that  just  ".-cse  areas  already  in  good  to  excellent 
condition  will   be  maintained  at  that  :-->CTtion?    Also,  we   suggest  a  thorougn 
oescription  of  h»*  'condition*  as  a  tneas-re  of  ripanan  values   (not  just 
vegetation  cofidltion).  ineets:     1)  the  L*  Riparian  Area  l^anagement  Policy 
'to  achieve  a  nealtfy    and  productive  frc;l;g1cal    condition   for  rrdximoa 
long-ten  oenefits':     2)  the  riparian  lal-es  noted  in  tne  Policy's  sacitground 
statements;  and     3)  the   E«ajtive  Grae-  '1960  and  11990  requirements  to 
'preserve,  protect,   and   restore  the   lat-ral    functions  of   such  areas'   (page  23), 

According   to  page  ^.   1,725  acres   :f  riparian  area  would  be  improved  in 
all    action  alternatives.      However,   :-=o  :ige    52,    1,7c!    acres  would  be  iaproved 
under  Alternatives  3  and  D.     wry   is   tne  acreage  aifferent?     Since  the 
^fedicine  Bo*  grazing  EIS  area  has   2,r!l   Kres  of   riparian  area  [page  292),  and 
only  1,611    acres  have  been   inventoneo  ■'tf  ecological   tonditlon.    it  is  not 
clear  that  all    riparian  areas  will   aeet  t-:e  RH"  and   B-H  policy  objectives 
cited  in   the  previous  paragrapn.      This   issue   is  reinforced  by  preferred 
alternative    intentions   to  not  itnorove  ecological    conditions  on  M  and  C 
category   allotaents.  "wnth  a  aamman   tTfld"   {page  2391.  apparently 
contradlctir>3  R>f  oojectlves  on  page  fl-     ■>  would  lite  to  see  the  schedule 
and  implenenution  process    for  invest:  ^ting  and  identifying    "Opportunities 
for  improving  other  riparian  habitat  'cr  fisheries  and  wildlife  outside  'I' 
allotnents"    [page   701.     Also,  we  ask  VJt  the  Wyoaing  liQ  be  informed  of  the 
priority  areas  of  treacsent  so  that  tiey  can  be  incorporated  Into  the  CW 
Section  319  nonpoint  source   l*Sl   as5«s*Bfit  report. 
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30    2  The  RMP/EIS  consistently  uses  "wrrr^t'  and  "errance"  as  the  descnption 

fc  1  of  effects  of  planned  asanagement  on  r- :an  an  am  values.  We  request  that  the 
SPMP  define  ^at  these  carais  actually  lean  in  tne  fora  of  riparian  stanoards  to 
-be  achieved  by  new  and  existing  actiinty  plans,  "he  action  alternatives  rely 
5  heavily  on  grazing  systeiw  to  iscrove"  :r  'ertiance'  nparian  areas,  iiowever, 
^  the  preferred  alternative  snows  only  t^o  allotaients  w^ere  riparian  fencing  and 

Saring  grazing  deferment  is  planned  iMjes  237.  399,  «3).     Apparently,  this 
would  exclude  grazing   frca  67  acres   .sage  ^).     We  auestlon  the  effectiveness 
^  of  grazing  systems  as  the  only  means  •-=  achieve  adequate  imorovement  and 

S  protection  of  the  multiple  ri  pan  an  vi"i««s.      Consequently,  more  docunentation 
15   requested.     Also,  we  support  quicier  -nparian  t«oro*eaents  than  stated  on 
1^  page   292  since  research  has  shown  r  pan  an  areas  to  respond  rapidly,  once 
k  corrective  measures  are  applied. 

1  Alterrative  S  shows  tre  SlacK  CaTon  allotawit  as  needing  13.5  »iles  of 

K  riparian   fencing  and  firing  defermer.t    zage  3771  yet  the  preferred  alternative 

5  would  have  no  fencing,   grazing   syst^.  -r  spnng  deferment  for  the  w« 

1  allotment  (page  3%).     Since  "fencing  jy*r  one  allotment  Indicates  a  need  for 

1  riparian  Mnageiaent,   It  Is  not  clear  vjt  the  preferred  alterratlve  aoequately 

3  addresses  the  proolen.     Any  sianlar  asarent   incorHistencies  with  other 

S  allotments  should  be  evaluated  ano  locressed. 
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■  mitigation  m 
W  that  the  »P/ 


s 


The  surface  oiining  lessee  in  sai 
habitat  recovery  and  replacement  pli-' 
wetlands,    it  is  unclear  wny  other  n'. 
the  mitigation  plan.      3LM' s  wetland  s- 
the  KMP/EIS.     For  examte.   E?A  rec:** 
ecological   equivalency  basis   (in   so»e 
y  be  needed  to  achieve  * 
E13  state   the  acceptable  m 
lost  versus  values   to  be  achieved   ■-  ■  ■ 
I  fflonitonng  ana  marage^ent  requi  reaents? 


St  that  the  WP/EIS  state 


'  ir^ai  *wtll   be  required  to  oeveloo  a 

'zr  wittflife  ''loltat  (page   31  5).     'or 
m%  Besides  i-ioitat  are  not   included  in 
t'jatfon  policy  snould  be  aeicnoed  in 
?i-5  Bitlgation  on  an  acre-for-acre. 
use^,   greater  :nan  acre- for-*cre 
:3iogic»l   e^uivile«cy).     We  also  reouest 
■etnooologies   for  determining  values 
I  aitigatlon  plm-     What  are  tne 


3yi    iJ  We  sugge 

*t   ^   initiating  la 


^    initiating   landowoersRip  consol  iQat::^^   ^3r  ^scrcved   ripana 
k  flshenes  «nageaent.  and  protectisr  :f  WCS  Ipages 


Iccationi   and  planned  scredule    for 
fl   npanan  irtt  ana 
W,    1201. 
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Areas  of   Critical   Envl  ronaental   Cona—     *C£Csl 

The  co«P4rison  of  alternatives   ■-   'ible  1   md  elsewtiere   1ndicates__an  iCtC 
managenent  philosophy   to  allow  •ar-o.i   ..ses  and  cerwrally  to  "miniaiie*   damage 
rather  than  protect  the  areas  as   T^.-r-ed  oy  FLPHA.      Another  examole   's    the 
'cunulative  adverse  effects   for  wi  l  ;' ■. 'e"  ;!-.at  CDuld  occur   in  the  Sana  Mills 
ACEC   (page   295).     We  request  a  soec^:   :escnptiw  of  wtiat  will   constitute 
"protection"    for  each  ACEC  in  oroe--  t;  xcunent  cxoliance  with  FL**.     -riat 
are   the  ACEC  protection  cntcna  tc  :<  aet  :y   '-n  t: -^ation"?     Also,   we  cellcve 
that  manag^ent  plans  iincluQing   ■-■2--j-;«fK:y  and  :xlic   reviewj   are  needed 
for  all    -^tCs  ;  however,    it  is  not  ;' -sr  -..-.at  sucn  plans  are   to  be  cone. 

Anotr«r  Tajor  concern    is  that  t-<  -»/E;S  alternatives   contain  cifferert 
ACEC  reco«>endations.      It  is  our  pcsiti^i   tMt  tie  ^cCs   snould  se  the  same 
(area  and  sizeJ    for  all    action  al  te-"at- ves.      either  they  art  or  are  -ot  valid 
ACECs  under  FLPHft  regardless  of  -na;  t-e  VP/llS  alternative  is.     *<ana?ement 
practices  aay  vary  by  alterrative.   -swetr.   :n  oncer  to  reach  the  saae  ACEC 
protection  oojectlves.      Consequent!..,   insistency  with  FLPHA   reouirements    u 

give  priority   to  the  designation  a*>o  ;-otection"   :f  iCECs   (Section   202Ic)[3)) 
is    not  clear.       If  areas,    other  tnan  Il-V  mils,    wnere  watershed,   soils,    -OS, 
wetlands,    nparian  areas,   or  mumc-;»-    ^ter  suoply   concerns  were  consioered, 
wfiat  inanageoefit  requirements  will    s-cst:tute   far  acEC  cesignation?     -e  would 
like  to  see  an  appendix  that  Cescr-:?s    jH    :otertial    iCECs   reconaenaed  iy    5LM 
staff  or  others,    reasoning    for  not  -T=M«enaing  a-y  particular  area   lif  anyl 

in  the  kMP/EiS,   and  any    SDecial   manep^^t  the  areai  si    ray  neeo.      '>'e 
■ater/aquatic   life   related  ACECs    sri3.J:  ae  suoaitted  to    the  State    for  the 
Section    319  *S  assess^ient   repor-.. 


5i.M's  approach  under  tine  c™*? 
pelican  colonial  nesting  islana  ";; 
the  colony*  I  oage  2951.  p<e  Del  "eve 
Congress  intended  for  ACEC  protect- 
recommeno  *iP/£iS  revisions   to   pt:* 


■?:  alternative   to  rnanaging    the  nflite 
;  ;ecDaraiie  "."e  tantinueo  e<istence  of 
.'ii  tr«   :s1ano   IS   a  good  examale  c'  wna' 
■     IS  proposeo   'n  Alternative  ii    jnd  we 
;e  effective  ;TOiection   for  the  area- 
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MoniEcring  and  £valLidtion 

We  ao  not  agree  with  -.he  decUion  that  «at«r  q'-ality  noftitorinq  pUns 
«)ula  not  Se  addressed   in  tne   ~^)*P/US  [page  18).     C.r  scaping  cements 
j^ai^stea   a  corapr^nensive  ac»iitonng   pragram   [rwt  pla-.s   for  each  activity)    in 
an  ■\.HP/EIS  aopendix  or  rwmtjnng  chapter.      The  nonitcnng  program  Uiould 
incluae  sucn  mfoniiation  as;      il)    goals  and  coject-ves.    i2]    types  cf  surreys 
(aiicient.    intensive)   or  assessnents   to  be  used,    i3)   ;arameters   zu  Ce 
.Tomtored,    (4)  management  and  wivi  njnmenta  1    indicators    ;iQuatic   haoitat, 
sediment  delivery).    (51  monitoring  methodologies.    \ii';    ^wchanisms   'ar 
.■Tionitonng    i/nplementation  ana  adequacy   of  best  ranaoeserit  practices;    (71    tre 
person/position   responsiDle    for  moni tortng.   ana   13)   tw    feedMCt    looD  to 
acmeve  timely  modifications  to  activities,      ^efsr  to  -re  scoping  letter  for 
3tr>er  ccnoonents.      It  «:uld  provide  the  basic  franewn    for  Clean  Mater  Act 
rnwiuonng    (including   -OS/ber.eficial    uses)    in    the   Kesoi.n:e   Area.      >ounil.at«r 
7onitoring  sjiould  also  be    irkcluded.      The  other  ageftcies  and  Du&iic  r.eed  to 
review  ana  comnent  on   this    fnwwrK    in    tre   R^J/EIS.      "-.e  W?   direction  -ould 
then  be  applied    in  si te-sceci  fic  detail.      The  R^  monTjrIng  prograa  -ould 
help  .T^eei  i3  CFB  Part  1610.4-3  requirements   tnat  tne   ';rT3ocisea  plan"   estaplish 

intervals  and  standards"  that  "shall   provide   for  evaluitlon  to  oetemne 
rfietner  mtigation  nwasures  are  satisfactory".     As  ejuwles,   activities  on  0I.M 
lana  -aula  iie  monitored  to  assure  that  "they  ccnply  •itn  applicable  fe<»ral 
ana  state  sunaarts   for  air  ana  water  quality*   (page   221  1,   and  rangela 
monitoring  would  include  «ter  quality  monitoring  as  -e«ed  (page  411) 
^v^weyer.   there   is  no  assurance  that  the  monitoring   fr»«ort(  has  aetn 
estaoHsned  for  detennining  rf)S  conpMance  or  to  owt  :»A  objectives.     The 
framewont  -Ould  also  apply  for  evaluating/reporting   aOMuacy  of   the  35  alles 
of    trout  stream  haoitat"  efnancement  under  the  C»A  ana  FLPw,     rfhit  is  the 
early  warning   systan  to  docuiient  existing   violations  zr  risk  of  potential 
violations  of  the  C'kA7    An  eiaopte  is  the  Little  Snate  'Iver  Basin  (except 
Huody  Greet)   rfiere   intensive  ocnitgring   "ould  be  iiplawwted  as 

prooleas  «re   identified"    (page  62).      How  would  the  pnaslews  oe    identified? 
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BLM  includes  a  coamenoable  requirement  that  lessee   for  certain  coal 

S_   leasing  ar^as  submit  "A  plan  for  monitoring  surface  -aier  and  grounowter 
conditions'   (page   J15).     Sute  «S  ould  be  used  "rfier*  applicable",     ^tiwevep 
«5  are  acolicaple  on  ail   State  waters.     What  Is  the  C'iA  aonitoring  fraitworlt' 
«  (U.M  direction)   that  will   be  used  by  lessees   to  develop  adequate  nortitaring 
k  plans?    ciiA  canpliance  oonicoring  slioul  d  be  part  of  the  tlnter  prograa 
jj  (derating  procedures,  wnen  applicable;  however,   it  Is  rot  «ntioneo  under 
^  Bonitoring  on  page  332. 

Mildemess  Supplement 

38   S  ^^  appears  from  the  discussion  that  trw  ErsaacBent  River  Unyon  and 

S^  Bennett  Moyntalns  Milderness  Study  Areas   (WSAs)  have  t.ie  appropriate 
wilderness  characteristics  amj  »n   suitable  for  wilderness  per  Section  603  of 
flPm.      Consequently,  we  are  asking   ELM  to  clarify  wry    it  did  not   recoiMend 
tre  «SAs  as  wilderness,   ana  wfv  the  reasons  are  not  In  tne  Si«p)e»ent. 
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T>ere  itv  several   concerns  regarding  riparian  area  ainag^ent  in  the 
Erraaaaent  River  Canyon  WSA.      The  on-going   heavy    iaoacts   to   tr^   H  oarl  an  areas 
alscussed  on  pages  29.   30,  39  and  elsewnere  appear  ta   n**e  FU'Ws 
Tqui  re«eni  'to  take  any  action  required   to  prevent  urrecessary  or  undue 
oegraoation  of  the  lanas  and  their  resources  or  to  affora  c  ivl  ramenul 
protection*    to   protect  wilderness  sultaOllity   (Section   «3Icl).      It  is   urclear 
wny  appropriate  control  measures  have  not  been   taken,     '-jrther  monitoring  (s 
planned   to  determine  wnether  any  "habitat  degraoation  n  cccurring*   (woe   17) 
or  **iether  any  "a<Uusunent5   to  livestock  use     are  neeaea  (page  2Q).     rcwev^r. 
the  Qiscussion  indicates  aaole  unowleflge  of  current  n  tan  an/stre»t)anii 
coraitlons  as  a  basis   for  qutct  corrective  action.     *out  50  of  the  110  acres 
of   npanan  area  ould  be  excluded  from  cattle  grazing   -^  order  to  orovtae 
canoing  sites   in  the  non-^i!  Oemess  alternative.     r"or  the  noo-wildemeis 
alterrative,   tre  Suoolement  should  identify  the  soedfic  cojectlves   fzr 
protection  of  the  nwitiple  uses  and  values  of  the  entire  riparian  area  that 
«ulQ  be  aodressed   1n  a  revision  of  the  existing  hatnut  Banagenent  plan, 
'.noer  a  wilderness   reConsentation,   rfiat  are  the    npanan  cfcjectlves   to  oe 
aoaressM  by   the  wilderness  aanagement  plan?     The  Sicplaent  appears  to  say 
tnat  no  iiiorovenent  in  aquatic  life  or  haoitat  1s  expeciM  under  wilderness 
Tinageaent.     ria^^ver,    it  is  not  clear  that  sucn  tiiiorovi»*nts  could  be  actrieved 
with  a  good   nparian  naragaient  program. 

Other  Concerns 

The  water  auaHty-relaten  coorlinatlon  and  consultation  with  otfer 
Sovernment  agencies   snoul  Q  pe  cecribed  [in  an  imolenentatTon  cnaoter  or 
^pendix;.      -e   sug^st  penoaic  Federal /State    mter-aoenc/  fwetlnas  called  by 
SUl  as  part  of  a  continuing  cooroifation  strategy,      -rioer  the  current 
meraoranojB  of  agreement   1M(A)  between  3LM  and  ■yoaing  ZiH .  tr«  QED  prepares  a 
biennial   Clean  Water  Act  Section  jQ5(bj   water  guaMty  assessment  that 
icentifies   stream  segnents  with  significant  WQS  imoai  r^ent .   and  trose   segnents 
■•^nen  a     high  potential    exists   for  significant  imoai  rneni  due  to  oresent 
arw/or  anticipated   activities  affecting    runoff   frrxi  1  a,'«s  tanaged  anq  under 
the  junsaiction_of   ELM."     ~ne  MOA  also  calls   for  an   'Ij^nual  Meeting  and 
Agreement  Seview'    in  orfler  to  address   goals  and  priontles.    and  to   "detBrraine 
prograiiBing  of  coinciding  allocations    in  the  resoectlwe  ork  plans  and  budgets 
of   both  agencies."      '«e  reauest   that  an  RHP/E15  imolenentation  chaster  or 
appendix   recognize  the  MW,   action    taken    in  resoonse  zz  existing/potential 
irnpainnents   identified   in  the  JC5(t)l   assessment,  i>dicire  oow-Oivide  resource 
Area  contributions   to  the  assessment,  planned    irput  to  -."-e  State   319  fS 
assessment   and  plan,    and  Moinination  activities  under  t^e  M».      The  IW 
should  Identify  procedures  tnat  w)n  be  used  to  ensure  ::nsistency  with  *«ter 
twality  management  plans  for  tne  area  that  have  been  caapteted  by  the  3ute 
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40  2  "^^  "^  i^^6in  Water  Act  aoenOraents  >«re  passed    in  Feoruary  ia=7       A 

^  1  primary  concern  is  tf»  nw  .f  S  control  prograa  [Section  J19).  Bi.J'  yinot 
k  ™tcn  other  Federal  (ffA)  dollars,  but  allottees,  pnvate  land  owrw-s  and 
^  private  organizations  can  and  do   plan   to   particisate   in    :fe   prtjgroi       Scjne  of 

Sn  this  ort  may  be  done  on   3L.M  lands.      Haw  will    BLH  :ar-1ci;ate   in  ^-r   :n 
imxed-ownership  watersheds    13    improve  water  quality?     h^M  is  asked   t;   provide 
»  an  assessment  of  condition  of  their  ^^cer  bodies   to  the  State  as  :ir^  of  the 
S^  assessment  pnase  of    she   Jl  S  ^rogren.      Additionally,    irv   State  will    ^ 
Identifying  in    it's    319  .manageBent  prograa  the  Fe«ral    jrogratis/Dr--"- ts  that 
^  it  plans   to  review  under  £:«cutive  Omer  12372  for  consistency  «it^  :.•» 
J  State's   *S  management  pragra«  (refer  to  Sectlcn  316  of  the  new  Ai»e-aientsl 


m 
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■nt  In   this  process  snould  be  described. 
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We  suggest  that  an  imolewentation  schedule  list  the  soecl  fic   --ventorles 
assessments,    and  irianagenent  plans   to  be  done   (in   pnonty  oroer;    at:^  with     ' 
the  targeted  schedule    for  coicletion.     Of  particular  concern  to   £?*  tz  haw 
included  are:     WQS/aquatic  life  assessnents;  watersnea  ana  relatea  Mnaoement 
plans;   salinity  control   plans;  cooperative  manageowt  plans;  wetland  and 
riparian  area  inventory  ana  Mhagement  plans;  grounarater  studies;  *■«  air 
quality  studies.     We  recammd  that  the  alternative  line   item  budgets  tm 
implementation  schedule   {refer  to  the  draft  San  Jjan  fyp/ElS,   Utafi'j  >  ~ 

included  in  an  implementation  chapter  or  appendix,     ihat  is  the  lifsage  of  the 
budgeting  pnjcess   to   iaple«ntatlon  of  iW-identi  flea  projects? 

Extensive  site-specific  project  planning  and  i«pact  analysis/disclosure 
Will    be  done  under  this  broad  UlP/EIS.     Ue  believe  that  there  will   >«  a 
continuing  need   for  puolic  ana  other  agency    involvoient   in  planning's:»e  of 
these  projects   (rather  than  just  having   the  analyses  available   in  trt  3LM 
office).      The  strategy   for  tnis   involvement  should  be  addressed  in  wre  detail 
in  an  Implementation  cnaoter  or  appendix. 
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"R.view   o£    F.d.r.l    Action,   Iap,ctlnR    th,   Livlron-,nt    '    '?A        {'    -.  ^t 
Fcd.rii   ActlvlEi..,    ■■...Mniton.    D.C,    CctoBtr   3.    liW. 
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Responses  to  Letter  115 

Introductory  Response.  The  suggestions  made  in  this  letter 
are  wei  received  and  have  been  incorporated  as  appropriate 
Many  of  the  concerns  raised  in  the  letter  have  been  addressed 
in  the  general  responses;  in  particular,  the  following  general 
responses  apply:  2  (planning  tiers),  3  (EIS  content)  4 
assurnptions  and  proposed  management  actions),  5  (moni- 
toring), 6  (ecological  range  condition),  and  7  (riparian  veae- 
Tation).  ' 

Portions  of  this  letter  seem  to  convey  some  confusion  as 
to  the  purpose  of  our  planning  criteria.  Planning  criteria  are 
not  management  prescriptions  or  proposed  management 
actions.  They  serve  to  focus  our  planning  effort  on  the  issues 

.nJr  "f "  "  "°'  ''""'^^^  *°  addressing  only  those  aspects 
specifically  covered  in  the  criteria. 

In  addition  some  confusion  is  evident  regarding  the  RMP 
Objectives.  Objectives  of  the  alternative  plans  appear  ,n  table 

no  '^Tfo  '  °"'"  '^''*  "^'^'^'S-  The  objectives  of  the Z- 
posed  RMP  are  included  under  "The  Proposed  Plan''  in  chap- 
nLl  i  k"  ,^°<^^"^^"t-  Analysis  and  assumptions  in  other 
parts  of  the  document  should  not  be  confused  with  objec- 

The  BLM  will  comply  with  all  applicable  laws,  regulations 

and  policiesin  implementation  of  theRMP.Thisincludescom- 
pliance  with  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  and  FLPMA. 

1.  Table  8  on  page  140  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  presents  water 

quality  standards  for  Wyoming  and  identifies  standards 
that  pertain  to  particular  uses. 

2.  As  we  mentioned  in  the  introductory  response,  the  BLM 

will  comply  with  all  applicable  laws,  regulations  and  pol- 
icies. 

When  they  are  needed,  watershed  management  plans  will 
be  developed  during  activity  planning.  Watershed  man- 
agement IS  a  recurring  concern  in  this  letter  The  BLM 
will  coordinate  with  the  regional  office  of  the  EPA  in  de- 
velopmentofourwatershed  management  plans  Thispro- 
cess  will  begin  after  approval  of  the  RMP.  Consideration 
of  watershed  conditions  will  not  be  limited  only  to  certain 
areas. 

With  any  surface-disturbing  activity,  there  is  a  potential 
tor  localized  degradation  of  v/ater  quality  through 
increased  soil  erosion.  This  could  be  from  an  activity  as 
seemingly  innocuous  as  a  group  trail  ride  that  compacts 
soils  along  a  trail  or  from  activities  such  as  timber  sales 
that  remove  substantial  amounts  of  vegetation  from  har- 

o!fu^  ^'l^'-  ^^^  '°''=-  ^^'^^'  a"d  air  obiectives  of  the 
RMP  will  be  ach4eved. 

Reducing  "degradation  of  water  quality  in  "I"  category 
allotments  can  only  be  viewed  as  an  improvement  in  water 
quality  over  existing  conditions. 

3.  The  section  on  page  280  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  to  wnich 
you  refer  deals  with  the  effects  of  management  actions 

or  minerals  under  Alternative  C,  specifically  the  actions 
for  oil  and  gas.  The  paragraph  in  question  is  under 

Effects  on  Wildlife  and  Fisnenes  (emphasis  added)  and 
It  indicates  that  under  Alternative  C.  "The  absence  of  sur- 
face protection  restrictions  .  .  .  could  result  in  adverse 
effects  on  big  game  and  sage  grouse  habitat,  waterfowl 
beaver,  and  a  variety  of  other  wildlife  soecies  asscc.ated 
with  open  waters  and  riparian  areas."  Those  adverse  ef- 
fects are  the  ones  that  "could  be  highly  detrimental  " 
depending  on  the  extent  of  oil  and  gas  development.' 

The  effects  of  minerals  actions  on  soils,  water,  ana  air 
(again,  under  Alternative  C,  not  the  preferred  alternative) 
are  described  on  pages  272  and  273  of  the  draft  docu- 
ment. 

For  a  description  of  the  effects  of  oil  and  aas  actions 
o"yfn'J^^,  proposed  plan,  see  chapter  4  of  this  prooosed 
RMP/final  EIS  under  "Effects  on  Soils.  Water  ana  Air " 
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subheadings  "Minerals  Actions  "  "Lea<;3hi»  u- 

"Oil  and  Gas."  Leasable  Minerals." 

The  BLM  follows  and  enforces  federal  regulations  anri 
applies  surface  protection  requirements  as  nSsar^  to 
protect  waterquality.lfviolationsofCWAorFLPMAa^^ir 
ity  standards  were  to  occur,  ,t  would  be  due  to  noncom 

phance  with  the  regulations  and  restrictions.  Also  p'eaTe 
see  general  response  2.  piease 

4.  The  section  to  which  you  refer  is  part  of  table  2  "Com 
parative  Summary  of  Cumulative  Impacts  "  which  ore 
sents  side-by-side  comparisons  of  impacts  of  the  differ 
ent  alternatives.  It  is  not  a  statement  of  management 
prescriptions  or  proposed  management  actions  The 
acreage  you  list  is  acreage  where  wildlife  habitat  manaae- 
ment  actions  also  would  benefit  watershed  values. 

The  critical  watersheds  have  been  identified  as  needina 
management  above  and  beyond  the  standard  manaqe- 
ment  practices  that  are  regularly  used  to  address 
watershed  problems.  Important  watersheds  can  be  any 
that  have  other  important  resource  values  such  as  wildlife 
habitat,  riparian  areas,  and  fisheries. 

The  general  practices  listed  on  page  465  in  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  are  practices  that  can  be  used  in  addition  to  the  Wyo- 
rning  BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines.  Application  of 
the  Wyoming  BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines  ap- 
pears to  be  adequate  in  areas  outside  the  critical 
watersheds. 

5.  Please  see  general  response  3.  The  potential  effects  of 

seepage  from  unlined  brine  pits  are  analyzed  during  the 
review  of  APDs,  and  appropriate  mitigation  is  prescribed 
at  that  time.  Lined  pits  are  required  by  regulation  if  pro- 
duced water  volume  exceeds  five  barrels  per  day  or  if 
water  quality  standards  are  exceeded. 

6.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  this  letter  Also 

see  general  response  2. 

"Positive  effect"  could  include  a  reduction  in  the  rate  of 
habitat  degradation,  as  you  point  out.  "Positive  effect"  is 
intended  to  indicate  an  obvious  improvement  over  an 
existing  situation  (such  as  improveq  bank  condition  or 
a  reduced  rate  of  seaimentation).  It  should  be  mentioned 
that  improving  one  or  even  several  habitat  components 
may  not  actually  improve  the  condition  for  fish  if  the  lim- 
iting factor  IS  another  component  such  as  amount  of  pool 
habitat.  ^ 

The  WGFD  strategic  plan  does  not  set  fish  population 
goals:  therefore,  it  is  somewhat  limited  in  utility  for  set- 
ting habitat  management  objectives. 

7.  All  open  water  habitats  are  high  priority  habitats  and  all 

fish  haoitat  is  high  priority  habitat.  There  are  no  "unim- 
portant streams.  The  high  priority  haoitats  listed  in  table 
23  m  the  draft  RMP/EIS  and  table  4  in  this  final  document 
include  open  water  haoitats. 

8.  The  list  of  potential  effects  to  be  mitigated  is  intended  as 

an  example,  not  as  an  all-inclusive  list.  Site-specific  mit- 
igation will  be  developed  during  the  hydrologic  study 
It  will  be  guided  by  the  points  listed  under  "Groundwater 
and  Surface  Water  Resources"  in  the  Coal  appendix  to 
his  document.  Operating  requirements  would  be  estab- 
lished if  the  monitoring  plans  indicated  that  water  quality 
standards  could  potentially  be  violatea.  Through  agree- 
ment with  OSMRE,  the  Wyoming  DEQ  would  be  respon- 
sible ror  enforcement  after  mine  operations  were 
initiated. 

9.  The  Amendment  to  the  Hanna  Basin  Management  Frame- 

R^M  .  %"S  °'°"  Environmental  Assessment.  (USDI 
BLM  and  GS  1984)  which  was  preoared  for  federal 
bypass  coal  lease  W-82736  in  1984,  contains  more  detail 
on  mitigation  to  protect  Seminoe  Reservoir  and  asso- 
ciated downstream  uses.  That  document  (which  is  listed 
in  the  References  for  this  p.-oposed  RMP/final  EIS)  also 


contains  a  discussion  of  potential  effects  on  the  aquatic 
biology  of  Seminoe  Reservoir. 

10.  Please  see  general  response  2.  The  RMP/EiS  does  not 

address  the  study  you  mentioned,  which  is  being  carried 
out  in  the  Casper  District,  8LM.  Casper  District  person- 
nel indicate  that  sediment  yields  are  low  in  the  head- 
waters. The  problem  seems  to  exist  where  alluvial  valleys 
are  being  irrigated,  not  on  grazing  lands. 

11.  Please  see  the  introductory  response  to  this  letter.  Re- 

gardless of  the  allotment  category,  management  actions 
may  be  taken  to  improve  vegetation  condition  and  to 
address  small  problem  areas.  In  some  cases,  site- 
specific  problems  identified  during  categorization  did 
not  warrant  placing  an  allotment  in  the  "I"  category. 

The  allotment  categorization  process  is  intended  to  help 
us  establish  priorities  for  addressing  problem  areas.  An 
increase  in  rates  of  erosion  could  occur  in  some  allot- 
ments during  the  life  of  this  plan.  Some  level  of  moni- 
toring will  be  completed  in  all  allotments,  and  actions  will 
be  taken  if  water  quality  problems  are  found  to  exceed 
acceptable  standards.  If  soil  productivity  is  found  to  be 
declining,  actions  will  be  taken  to  correct  the  situation. 

12.  If  an  activity  that  would  affect  these  watersheds  is  pro- 

posed on  public  lands,  the  BLM  will  analyze  the  proposal 
and  apply  mitigating  measures  adequate  to  ensure  that 
the  quality  of  the  watershed  would  be  preserved. 

13.  The  draft  RfvlP/ElS  does  not  say  that  water  and  air  quality 

standards  would  be  exceeded.  Effects  on  water  and  air 
quality  are  analyzed  for  all  timber  sales  in  site-specific 
environmental  analyses. 

14.  The  excerpt  from  page  92  to  which  you  refer  would  be 

more  accurate  if  it  read  "reduce  accelerated  erosion  .  . 
."  Also  please  see  general  response  2  and  the  response 
to  comment  2  of  this  letter. 

Where  practical,  accelerated  erosion  should  be  pre- 
vented. However,  preventing  all  accelerated  erosion 
would  require  disallowing  all  surface-disturbing  activi- 
ties. Any  time  the  surface  is  disturbed,  accelerated  ero- 
sion occurs.  Management  should  strive  to  keep  it  within 
tolerable  levels. 

Soils  differ  in  the  amount  of  erosion  they  can  tolerate. 
Accelerated  erosion  may  have  little  effect  on  soil  produc- 
tivity or  water  quality  if  it  is  below  the  tolerance  level.  The 
SCS  soil  tolerance  ratings  are  being  updated  to  reflect 
rangeland  conditions. 

Over  a  planning  areas  as  large  and  variable  as  this  one, 
each  situation  that  is  encountered  is  unique,  and  objec- 
tives and  solutions  to  problems  are  addressed  during  site- 
specific  activity  planning. 

15.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  this  letter. 

16.  Please  see  general  response  3. 

17.  The  excerpt  to  which  you  refer  was  not  intended  to  give 

the  impression  that  injection  activities  are  not  regulated. 
However,  the  Wyoming  DEQ  recognizes  the  activity  as 
a  potential  source  of  groundwater  pollution. 

18.  Please  see  general  response  3. 

19.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  5  of  this  letter. 

20.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  18. 

21.  Please  see  the  introductory  response  to  this  letter,  the 

response  to  comment  2  of  this  letter,  and  general 
response  3. 

22.  Please  see  the  introductory  response  to  this  letter  and 

general  responses  4  and  6.  The  balance  referred  to  is  not 
a  cost/benefit  balance,  but  a  balance  between  the  objec- 
tives of  the  different  alternatives  considered. 


23.  Restordeferment  is  a  normal  consideration  in  AMP  devel- 

opment, so  spring  deferment  is  not  listed  as  a  manage- 
ment action  for  "I"  category  allotments  where  AMPs 
would  be  developed.  The  standard  to  be  achieved  by 
AMPs  is  to  provide  the  key  management  species  with  a 
period  of  uninhibited  growth.  As  we  said  under  "Grazing 
Treatments"  on  page  376  of  the  draft  document,  the  ab- 
sence of  livestock  grazing  during  the  critical  growth 
period  gives  the  plants  an  opportunity  to  increase  in  den- 
sity, composition,  vigor,  and  procuction. 

24.  Please  see  general  responses  4  and  6. 

25.  Please  see  general  response  3  and  the  response  to  com- 

ment 49  of  letter  103. 

26.  Please  see  general  response  3.  Effects  on  warm  water 

fishes  are  not  expected  to  occur.  Warm  water  fishes  are 
important  components  of  aquatic  ecosystems,  but  they 
are  sufficiently  adaptable  to  remain  unaffected  by  any 
actions  proposed  in  the  RMP. 

27.  A  site-specific  environmental  analysis  would  be  con- 

ducted on  each  project  proposal.  This  is  a  part  of  the 
activity  planning  tier,  which  is  described  in  general 
response  2.  The  standards  of  the  EPA  and  the  state  of 
Wyoming  would  be  considered,  along  with  BLM  guide- 
lines and  any  other  pertinent  information  available  at  that 
time.  The  need  for  and  extent  of  rest  following  treatment 
also  would  be  determined  during  site-specific  analysis. 

28.  Vegetation  manipulation  will  be  accomplished  within  the 

context  of  site-specific  management  plans  (activity 
plans)  such  as  AMPs,  HMPs,  and  watershed  manage- 
ment plans.  You  have  identified  such  practices  as  "basic 
high  priority  resource  protection  activities."  Other  activ- 
ities such  as  stream  bank  and  gully  stabilization, 
resource  condition  inventories,  riparian  area  manage- 
ment, and  activities  to  implement  AMPs  also  would  be 
carried  out  in  the  context  of  the  activity  plans.  Before 
AMPs  are  implemented,  a  benefitycost  analysis  would  be 
prepared  for  the  proposed  range  improvements.  Those 
in  which  the  costs  would  be  greater  than  the  benefits 
would  not  be  implemented. 

29.  Please  see  general  response  7  and  the  response  to  com- 

ment 6  of  letter  98.  Although  some  riparian  areas  might 
be  maintained  in  a  condition  otherthan  good  or  excellent 
{as  defined  in  the  National  Range  HanabooK  of  the  SCS) 
to  meet  another  resource  management  obiective,  our 
overall  objective  is  to  improve  conoition  class  in  riparian 
areas. 

30.  Please  see  general  response  7.  The  acreage  difference  is 

due  to  the  projected  additional  acreage  around  existing 
reservoirs  that  would  be  improved  under  alternatives  B 
and  D.  See  page  258  of  the  draft  RMP/EiS. 

31 .  Please  see  general  response  2.  Investigation  of  opportu- 

nities for  improving  other  riparian  habitat  outside  of  "1" 
allotments  would  be  an  ongoing  process. 

32.  Improvement  or  enhancement  of  riparian  areas  is  move- 

ment toward  a  higher  level  of  value  or  desiracility.  This 
may  be  measured  by  a  number  of  methods,  including  eco- 
logical condition,  stream  bank  and  channel  stability,  sus- 
pended sediment  sampling,  water  quality,  riparian  com- 
munity classification,  and  benthic  macroinvertebrates 
composition  and  diversity. 

Grazing  management  systems  with  their  associated 
range  improvements  are  the  princioal  tools  available  to 
improve  the  condition  of  the  vegetative  resource,  both 
upland  and  riparian.  Fencing  to  exclude  livestocK  is  but 
one  component  of  grazing  management. 

Livestock  grazing  is  a  compatible  use  in  riparian  areas 
when  properly  managed.  However,  exclusion  of  livestock 
grazing  may  be  necessary  for  a  period  of  time  sufficient 
to  achieve  a  level  of  recovery  and  stability  which  can  sup- 
port grazing  while  meeting  management  objectives.  The 
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BLM  has  released  a  Draft  Technical  Reference  on  Grazing 

Management  in  Riparian  Areas. '^hich  addresses  these  cor^- 
cerns  (USDI,  BLM  1987). 

Corrections  for  table  LVGR-AP-4  appear  in  the  Livestock 
Grazing  appendix  to  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

33.  In  addition  to  the  habitat  recovery  and  replacement  plan, 

mitigation  requirements  such  as  a  hydrologic  mitigation 
study  on  coal  areas  will  be  developed  in  activity  planning 
as  appropriate.  The  monitoring  and  management  require- 
ments will  be  developed  specifically  for  each  coal  tract 
site. 

34.  Pleaseseegeneral  response 2.  Landownership  consolida- 

tions to  benefit  wildlife  habitat  management,  public  rec- 
reation opportunities,  and  forest  management  will  be 
pursued  as  opportunities  arise. 

35.  The  proposed  plan  contains  a  discussion  of  management 

direction  and  intent  for  all  areas  considered  for  ACEC 
designation  and  the  rationales  for  selection  of  certain 
areas  to  be  proposed  for  ACEC  designation.  Activity 
plans  will  be  completed  for  ACECs  as  necessary  after 
approval  of  the  RMP. 

36.  Please  see  general  responses  2  and  5. 

37.  Please  see  general  response  2  and  the  response  to  com- 

ment 33  of  this  letter. 

38.  Please  see  general  response  1. 

39.  The  consultation  and  coordination  will  continue.  The 

BLM  submits datatothe Wyoming  DEQandhelpsto  iden- 
tify concerns  for  the  water  quality  assessment. 

40.  We  will  coordinate  with  other  entities  as  activities  under 

the  NPS  control  program  are  identified.  The  BLM  sub- 
mits data  about  the  condition  of  water  bodies  on  public 
land  to  the  Wyoming  DEQ  for  the  water  quality  assess- 
ment. Concerns  and  actions  taken  are  addressed  in  the 
water  quality  assessment. 

41.  Please  see  general  response  2.  Available  budgets  will  be 

allocated  to  accomplishing  RMP  objectives  according  to 
priorities  established  during  activity  planning. 

42.  Activity  planning  and  associated  environmental  analysis 

will  be  conducted  in  public  view.  The  BLM  will  actively 
solicit  the  involvement  of  other  agencies  and  the  public. 
This  IS  a  continuing  process  in  the  BLM. 
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Response  to  Letter  116 

1.  The  lot  to  which  you  refer  will  be  included  in  the  list  of 
lands  to  be  considered  for  disposal  under  the  proposed 
plan.  Before  taking  any  disposal  action,  the  BLM  would 
give  individual  consideration  to  each  tract,  including  pub- 
lic involvement.  The  criteria  for  disposals  described  on 
page  335  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  also  would  be  considered. 
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createa  Encampment  wilderness  and  tnus  provides  an 
I  preserve  a   large  ecological Ly  re  laced   region   i; 
I  state--d  rare  opportunity.   I  '  .'^  sure  you  will   a 
utr.eastern  Wyoming. 

understand  that  trie  Bennett  vountains  area  is 

I  -solated.   spectacularly   rugged  rqgion  cttaractan 

-pen  expanses  of  yet-untoucOed  land. '  This  strikes 

wilderness  setting,  especial  ly  since  over  '39%  of  ' 

this  region  is  otherwise  open  to  development. 

I  rinally.  I  note  the  P.^p    proposes  that  all  5  iril 
should  3a  opened  to  oil  and  ^as  development.   a 

I  aware,  the  FLPMA  mandate  calls  fcr  balanced  multip 
puclic   lands;   it  do«3  not  contemplate  a  domir.an: 
Tiineral  leasing.   1  urge  you  to  review  cairefully  t- 

I  leasing  proposal  to  assure  that  it  does  not  con^l ■ 
"sourTe  values,  Inoi-^ding  recreational  use,  wild:; 
stnetic  considerations.    Once  a   lease   is  grar 

I  little  opportunity  to  preclude  or   limit  e> 

'  ievelcpment,  so  it  is  critical  t-at  the  SLM  pare 
potential  conflicts  with  Other  uses  before  commit 

I  3il  and  gas  leasing. 


or  the 
area. 


tion 
untair 
area 
-eserving  3; 
-aPitat  for 
ent  primitive 
tne  already- 
:pportunity  to 


relatively 
led  by  large , 
^6  as  an  ideal 
.-.e  9LM  land  in 


:n  Bt..'^  acres 

/Ou  are  well 

use  of  these 

use  such  as 

,is  oil  and  gas 

with  other 

.fe  habitat  and 

:ted.   there  is 

:p lora  tiOn  or 

: -lly  consider 

ti-.g  itself  to 


for  considering  my  views. 


Robert  B.  Kaicer 


Response  to  Letter  118 

1 .  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments.  Please  see  general 
response  1. 


122 


c 

■D 


September    15,     1?°7 


c 
10 


John  Husband.  .'-HP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  .".anaijement 
P.  0.  3j.  670 
.'.awlin^ja,  Wy.  52301. 

Dear  .^,  Huabar.d; 

Ha;      Wyoming   Wilderneas 


I  ^J  5  Segarding    the    3   areas    under   eonaideration    for  wilderneaa    atat'i 
•■■■■  3  "■'^'=^P^«"'^    River   Canyon,    Prospect   Mountain   and   = 
to    includa   all    2    instead 


>k  I    atrongiy   urge   y 
U  .Mountain 


nnacc    MountaJ 
only    Prospect 


\^  2  A3   a   child    I   3p«c   many    aunroers    in    the   Wyootir.a  Wiidemesa   and 

c * 


,  ^  -".ava  fond  memories  of  this  part  of  my  countr-/. 

1% 

'  jj  -heaa   araaa  protected  from  off-road  vehicles  and  oil  and  gas 
I  J  davalopraenc. 


In  addition  to  :3y  personal  csnC' 


10U9    to   aee 


■   Since   most 


9 


ho    land   under   2LM  management    m   this    area    is 

S:ieveioped,    it    13   even   mora    uaportanc    to   see   that    thoao   areas 
_    are    preserved. 


0_   .^-inally,     I   would    like    to   add  ny   name    to    the    list    of    those  who 
^   atrongly^proteat    the   SLM's    tendency    to   aupoort   oil    and   gaa   deO 


sonent    m    the   .M«dicin«    3ow  -   Sivida    Resource  Area.    I    am 
'■  -uch    against   your    proposal. to   open    SO   million   acres    in    the    rt 
source   area    for    thia    purpose; 

Sincerely   yours, 

Bl^AVlIAN    DESIOH,     INC. 


Response  to  Letter  122 

1.  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments.  Please  see  general 
response  1. 
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832    S.    CU«rui»u 

H»rah»n.     LA.     70123 
S»ot»fnD*r    14,     1987 

John    Hgibund,     fiMP    T»»m    L»*d»r 

P.O.    Sox    670 
fi«wl  in*,    ur.       92301 

D»*r    Mr.    Hutb»nd, 

A*    •    mtmotr    o^     th.    Si»rr«    Club    I     *m   i-riting    to    you     to 
fr^l****,?;:    •""°^'    '*    Ptrm.n.nt    w.ldTn,*.    .t.tu.    for     ttir.» 
«r»«,  -Mhin    th«   Mtdicin*    Boui/Div.d*    R«»ourc.   Ar»*.       Tho«» 

VS    i'"*'     l'E"C*mpm.rt    Riw#i-    C»nyon,     2)Pro»p»ct    Mount^ir. 
*nd    3)B.nn»tt    Mount*. n4.       My*,!*    .nd   my    ^.lloui    ..trr«n»    ft«| 

-^       *"■*•     »<■•*»    »hould    b»    e»rm*n»ntly    prot^cttd    ■from    oil 
*nd    g««    d«u«lopm«nt,     togging    «nd   mining. 

Th»««     thrt*    «r««s    «r»    ...try     importint     to    »M     »m»ric»nt. 

«Mow   hik«r«    «nd  Anim«lt    ,1  nc#    th,    ooDortuni  tv    to    p*rt*k.     m 
th.tr    unclutttr-.d    op*n    »p.c»4,     .»ol*t,on    *nd    p#*c#^u  1  n»»» . 
To   mention     th.ir     indJu.du*!     b»«uti,»i     *ir»t    Enc.mpm.nt    R.^*r 
ft*«    b**n    propc.d    by    tft.    BLM    >«    »    n.l,on*i     n»tur»l     l.nc»n*rK. 
«COr.d    Pro»p»ct    Mount*. n     i«    crucial    w.nt.r    r«nq,     for     th. 
Snowy    Rang*    tIK    nerd,     *nd    thrrd    S»nn»Ct    Mount*. n«     .»    « 
r»mot»    «r»«    uho««     ,40)*tion    u-ou )  d    b«    d..ply    d.lturb.d    should 
QRW    u««    b*    »nc*«#d.        I    uould    l.lt*     to    point    out     th.t    99 .  ?V.    oi 
the    BLM    Und    in     th.i    *rt«     it    .IrfAdy    T-o*d*d    or    oth»rw.  »♦ 
d#u«loo»d.      Thi«   protection    •«    import*nt    to  m*    b»ciij*«    I 
*»•!     th»t    the    delicate    bAlsnct    betw^n    the    environment    and 
development    w<  11     be    up«et     i+     thete    *re««    *re    rtl»«wd    *or 
Oil     »nd    5»»    dewelopment.       My    p«rent»    hjoe     trjueled 
frequently     to    th»t    p*rt    o*    Uyom.ng,     And    h*we    pltnt     to    ----- 

bec*u«e  o^^  the  n*tur*l  b**utift  lh»t  th--  » •■■-  -----  -- 

•njoy  during  their  trip». 


^awe    been    j,bl  e    to 


the 


I    i-ogld    like     to    bring    to    your    Attention     the     fjc 
8LM   h««    »na«n    a   bt«t    towArd    oil     »nd    gAs    deuelopmen 
Medicine    So=</Div.de    Re.ource    Ar»».       The    Bl-M    propo...     to'open 
the    entire    30   million    Acre*    ,n    the    resource    «reA,    with    the 
exception    o*    a    «ing|.    i«,lderne««    recorwendA  t  i  on    of    Pro»pect 
MoyntA.n.       The    BIJI    thould    reeuAluAte     ,  t»    poiicie*    «o    thlt 
0' I    And   gAt    deuelopment    Are    not    AlwAy«    the    m«in 
C8n«id»r«t.on«     m    th  i  »    pArt    o*    Uyommg. 

Ple**e    con»ider    my    appeAl     a»    rou    mAKe    th»    deci«ion    About 
lJild»rne»»    deiign«tion     for     thit     important     tret     m     the    ne«t 
♦  •«-    d*yt.       Th«nK    you    *or     Attention. 


Sincerel y  , 

Ti  nA    R»gAn    Sch 
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>^ 


\5 


PETROLEUM  ASSOCIATION  OF  WYOMING 

■  dm«(on  a/  flociy  Uouniiin  Oil  and  Gai  Aaaociatioti 

«l  Wemef  Court.  Suite  100  «c«.faT  noaiviig 

C«sp«r,  Wyotn.ng    S2Q01  Eiecwme  0»««ro' 


S«pteaber    17,    19S7 


Mr.    Joha'  Uutb«ad 

BurcAu  of   Land   HAnAgcBenc 

RAwUna   Dlacrlcc   Offlc* 

P.O.    Box   670 

RAvltna,    tfyoMlng   82301 

0««r   Hr.    Suaband: 

\ 
On   "•half   of    ch.   P.troleu,  A-aociaClon   of   tfyo.ing.    a   dlvlalon   of    Eh«   Rocky 
MounCAln  Oil   and  Cab   Aa.ociAeion  whoa,   maabeca   iccounc    for  more   ttiAn   901   ol 
the   oil   and   gaa   axplorAClon   and   production   In  Wyonlng,    please   acctpc    the 
following   coManca   on   cha   Madlclaa   ao,*-Oivlde   Draft   Raaource   HanagciMnc   ?U 
and   EnvlrooMental    lapacc   Seaceaant. 

The    resource   area   i 


Ine   allllona   of   acre*   of   highly  valuable  all   and 
Undo.      It    la    lapetacivB   char   cha   BLM  coaaldar   chl 
land   nanageMRc   planning   declalooe.      It    la   incuab-i 

laada   having   algnlflcanc   »ners7   potanclai   and   pi 


poc*ncl*l  when  toniulatlog 
1  the  BLM  CO  Identify 
icclona  uhich  * 


PAH   aupporca    cha   adoption   of   Alcaroaeiva   C 


a   Uaalng.   and   axploracloo   and   davalopMnt   of   oil   and   gaa    in   KCS   areaa   through 

■  placaMnc   of   Minimal   reacrlCElona   oa   aurf ace-dlaeurblng   actlvltlaa    (p.    5). 


^  Thla   concept   haa   bean   Conaldared   and   (elected    In   other   BLM   reaourca   aanagMMat 

S  plana    (I.e..    Laadar   Reaourca   Area),    and   we   believe    Ic    la   a   feasible   j 
for   thla   area  aa  well.      A   laval   (   ' 


alternatli 


s 

Sm  for   thl.   an.  ••  «.ll.      *   1,.,1   of   i«iuj««ot    tor   tCS   and   high   pocc 
l««*  r.»erlctlv.   etwn  propoa.d   la  ch.  Pr.f.rr.d  AlEarn.elv.   {Alt.rn.clv.  0) 
•mii  alloo  sm  CO  uki  .pproprut.  tr.d.-off  d.ct.lona  baaad  upon  :n.  ca- 
pabHHy  o(   ih«   land  to  produda  oil  add  |aa.     Thraacanad  or  andangarad  apaolaa, 
■  algtaeory  hltda.    atgoltltaoc  culturaj/oatural  Macor,   caaourcaa  uould  coocunia 
h?   CO   b«  adaquacaly   procaecad. 

2  a  ™"  propoaal  CO  daalfiiaca  ih.  Uaabakta  Saaln  Kacloiul  Natural  Laodurk  (HXl) 
kJ  la  a  cauaa  tor  ooncart..  Tia  brl.f  dlacuaalon  o(  mV m  doaa  not  (uUr  txplald 
n  tba  raatflcaetona  ol  d.al|iucloa.     u.  eanaoc  iupport  cha  propo.al  Co  craaca 


Response  to  Letter  126 


J 


1.  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments.  Please  see  general 
response  1. 
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a.iaratl 


9S1  Wtm«r  Coun.  Sulla  100 
C««o«r,  Wyoming  82901 


Mr.    John   Hueband 
September    [7.    1987 
Pasa    Z 


^    Jl   yee   another   layer   of    reserletlon    In   an   area  which   Includaa   a   >a]or   p. 
£    1    the  UJTahakte    Basin   field   Known  Caolotlc   Structure.      Industry    la   not   ■ 

k   Bltljattnt  a*eerte    Ijipacta   on  cultaral   aad   acanlc  v«luee.    but   they   a! 

^  be   afforded   priority   cotislderaeliM   oi»ar   otl   and   gaa   raaourcea    In   a   ri 


an   eras  which   Includaa   a   aajor   portion  of 
Industry    la   not   oppoaed   to 
ihould  oat 
XCS. 


3|i   The   Bti 
3    la  Wyoa       .  _  

I    Induatry    la    Che    largest   ua«r   of    indus* 

-, „ ..,    .„   .,««im.,,i£   uaea   alaese   cvo   Chlrda   of    the   total.",   oaeda 

ciatlflcatloo.      There    la   a  dlatloctloB  between  uelng   and    producing.      The  vaac   ■ 
—  4„,<^-   „/ Kilated  with   patralauB   reUcad   actlvUlea    le   not   conauBed. 


.    _  atato»ene   oa   paga    1*9   regardlnf  ua«   of   groundwaeer,    "the   energy    laduatry 

Sla  Wycwiog   usee   grouodwatar   tor   power   geaeraclon,    oil   recovery,   and   uranlua 
alnlng   and   proceaalnj.      The   petroU 


•-        r 

trial  grouadwacer  In  tfyoalag. 
ciatlflcatloo.      There 
ujorlcy   of   water   asa< 

S    father,    le   la   produced  with   the   oil   and   gaa   reaourca   and   then   through   a 
permitted   procaee   ralajected.      Further   explanation   la   naceeaary   to   avol 
S   ■lacoQcaptleaa   about  water  uaage.  * 


I 


We   take   sxcepcloo   to   a  blatantly   Incorrect   atatnent   quoted, on   page    15!    frop 
tK"   "yoking    1986  Mater   Quallcy   Aase.raenc.      "Injection  welle. . .provide   a 
pocenciAlly   grave   threat    to   cha   deeper   aqulfera.      Local   deterioration   of 
nearby   drinking  water   la   alweya   a   poealblllty  when  underground    Injection   Is 
being   cmaldered.       lapraper  well   co^letlon    la   a   cOMon   cauae   of   drinking 
water  aquifer   coata»lnatlon   near    Injection   operatlona." 

Thle   accueaeloa    is  noc   aubstantlated   by   any   evidence    In   the   referenced   docuMc 
W"   urge   the   BLM   to   aake    further   Imeatlgatlon   into   thla   alsscateaeoc   and 
re«ove    its   reference    £ro«   cbe   plan.      The   docttsenc   co*ea    to   the   conclusl 
"Locally,    grouadwater  he*   been   polluted   by   leachatea    fro«  alne    Bpolla   and   oil 
field   holdlnt   ponda",   p.    152.      U«  question   Che  validity   of    cheee    tcaceaenta 
And   requeat    chay   be   docu»enCed   or   ellaioated.      It    la   atace>enca   auch   ■■   ch.*a 
that    lead   to   general  ataconcepdooa   of    lapacca   upon   resources   by  oU   and   gaa 
operaclona.      The   Wyoming  Oil   and   Caa   Conservation  Caanlsalon   Is    the    lead 
peniltclnj   A«eacy    la   tbe   acace    for   oil    field   dlspoaal   pics   end   underground 
lajeccloa   control  wells.      Ve   urge   che   BLM   to   conaulc   wUh   the   CoMlsslon   to 
correctly   chcraccarlze   these   operacioae. 

There   la   i 


bat 


coofueloo  created   by   che   llaclng   of   ACEC'a   under   che  description 
of  no   surface   occupaocy    (nao) ■ la   the   Standard   Protection   Kequlretients   Appendix, 
p,    472.      The   draft   plan    Indicates   che   proposed   ACEC's    In   che  Medicine   Bow- 
Dlvlde   Reaourca   Area   will  be   managed    la   accordance  with   standard   procactloa 
coqutre«ente.   not   aao.      Thla   dlacrepeacy   ahould   be   clarified. 

to  addltloB.   we   are   concerned   over   the   explanation   of   the   nao   stipulation 
which   indicates   that   all   exceptions   may   only   b,   ude    chrough   a   land   use  plan 
M«.nd-ent.      This   la   slgolf IcaaCly  different    than   che    flnel   Wyoming   stlpu- 
latlona   received    from   che   State    BLM  office  which   allowa    " 
Scare   Director  or   through  a    land   uae   plan   Amendment. 


)  WAiver   by   the 


lubje, 


I 


203 
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^WV'  CaSD«'.  Wyoming    &26m 


6^  restrictions   and    auiii^t   dlacurbance    restricLljns .    iuc    these    lar.ds   should   ^t 

2  idencli'.ea   on   a  map.      Sv   pofcraval    un   in   jejreKace  =jp    I'dlcit;  ir.^   Jhere 

^  overlap   □:"    rescr  let  tons   cccur,    a   coBp»rlsofi  ;an   ne  =ade  vith   regard    to  =!r\eral 

^  poCffttiaL  and    proposed   csnscralnES. 

Ue   appreclace   the   opporturilcy    to  coisaent. 


cc:       Hillary   Oden 
Dou?   Dow 
-Ifce  Castlebei 
arad    Pent! 
Alice    BenUer 


Responses  to  Letter  127 

1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  93. 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  112. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  112. 

4.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  112. 

5.  Piease  see  the  responses  to  comments  2  and  3  of  letter 

93  and  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  112. 

6.  Please  see  the  .response  to  comment  2  of  letter  93. 
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li 


Uniied  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
■|^&C^.j'i  s\T10N.AL  P\Rk  ~ER\ICE 


SEP  ;  ■   ;387 


John  riusoand.  Teaa  Leader.  - 
yjna5e£«f!C.    ajwlins.    "Voalti 

Associai:e  ?.e?loMi  DUector, 
?.octv  -Quotaln   Region 

Conoents  oq  the  Reaource  ."j; 
Impact;  itatesent  (PJtP/DEISj 
Areas.    Albany,    CirOon,    Uraj 


yi^p.aing   and   ; 


acne    Plan/Dra) 


A»  ve  revleued  the  subject  RXP/DEIS.  we  veie  lapressed  by 
dellneaclQa  of  dltemat  Ives .  which  aucceiaiuUy  avoiaed  j' 
poBslblllciea.       3ecaus«   ot    :hl3    approach.    VL   waa    e»ai.ec    ti 

ai    -aad  Manageotac'*    ULI)    raclooile   fo 


.■lection  of   *^zi 


the 


rted  i 


^ii 


la   jeaerai,    the   preterred  alternative    presents  an  acception 

b*tveen    the   uarioui    resource  aanageoeat  actions  expected    is   iL^.-ac^iaiscered 

respecEi — e.g.,    oniy   oo«  ut    the  wlLderr.csi   stuoy   areas,    ?rc«p«c:  ^-.ouncala.    Is 
cecoawended    iar  uilderneia   designatloo    ■ paje   ol    o£    the    -llcer^eis 
SuppleiiMnt)  —  the    geoeral    iapreiilon    is    lr_*c   Alternative    3    ii    a    :*iiaced 
approach   to  iMna?e»ent;   or    the    two    resource  aceas.      -e   do.    -M^rer,    h*ve   sooe. 
fcpeciftc   recanaeodjtlaob    lor   change*   to   :r.*  preietred  alternative. 

I    T^*  Coow    Bluff    Nattirui  Natural    Landaart    ilfTfl.)    Is    faiMui    far    lt« 
I    paieontoloKlcal    resources.      Alternative   =  would    relntoi 
'    rcsponiiblllcle*    toward   the   h'HL  by    [kirtr.«r   dettgnation 


Area  of    Critical  ^ 
,,iital   COQCtrn    (ACEC,    s«e    pa^e    :'i.      Sevetthtleii,    Alitr^atlve    D 
ipen    the   posaioillty  ot   olreral    levelupwent    in   ine   SM;   ■-•    cueitioD 

Ithout    iiMparaole   dauge   to   i:^  paieootoiogtcil 


S'-r.«tr.«t    this    could 
reiourceu    there. 


f    Uhlte    Peilc. 


2^  -y^    conildecable    significance    of    Uhlte 

2  ,:?   Of    the    ft.nP/DtIS.      Later,    under    Lavi 

■  d^tlone 

5  '■■■'"' 

m  ciceedai 


land    L*  <:isc'.iss«d  on  pag" 
ConacqucQCCk   wc    cota    that    If    ' 
urbance*  were   having  a  detrimental   eilect   an   tae   =attiijt  colony. 
Id    be    l3pLe»ent«d    CO    protHCt    :.ia    colony    ,     .     . "      Tet  .    :4tthar    (page 

u    evident    I  ro«   oonltonng   eaCa.    dlsturOance    cnreinoids    iould   be 
Thli    could    Jeopardlie    Che    continued   exLatence   ■.:    tl4    ioiaof." 


128B 


1 
1 

1 


:iren   the   apparently    lov  potential    for  slaeral   dewelopaant   ^   th«    lilaad,   va 
Mlleve    cha   preferred  sLtemaClve   ahouid    reco^Mnd   the   escire    lalaod  ae   ■» 
'aJCC    with   no  provision   lor  slnaral    deveLop»«at.    rather    c^aa   riaciog   the 
cilatence  of    this  «a)or  unite   pelican  seatlnji  coloay. 

n~.e    '■voalng    toad    J3u(a   henlophry»    ba^teri),    an    endanRerefl    ■ubrpvcles.     la 
briefly   mentlonea  on   psKe    ;08.      We    ttusitesc    that    Che   preferrm   ilternattve 
r»co««end   ■  survey   ot    the    resource   areae    la   places  wUh   suita&le   r^Bltat    !or 
:Ma    toad,    and    Include   provlaloo   for   protection  ot    any   aa-r.e-jnd  lacovered 
populations. 

>*    pLIP/DEIS   contains   a   good  diocuaeioo  of    the   varloua   W^' i    la   the    resource 
reaa.       Pleaae    ceiece    the    reference    C5    "■.Centc    values"    .'or    th*    iaad   Creei   SNl 
pa;e    LO^)i    geoloEltal  or   ecological    features  of    national    HpilCUaace   are 
r.e    criteria    for   deilgnatloo    (as    correcclr    stated   on   paite    .:;).      Aa   a    genera, 
ractlce.    It   would  be  desirable    to   ha»e   ail  proposed   aoO   seii^aated   hTiL '  s 
dcntlMed  also   aa  ACEC's. 

On  page  128  ot  the  P.wp/DEIS  la  th.  Gtacasent  that  "Tlie  .sonb  PLatte  River  la 
C=e  Dasc  Important  resource  tor  water-iiseo  recreation  la  ;>.*  ;laaaing  area." 
-e  also  noted  tnac  the  preferred  alternative  would  contlcue  -.s  liac  the  river 
is  i  Special  SecreatlOQ  .".anageaenL  Area,  with  a  l/i-«ile  iomior  on  each 
sioe  ".  .  .  to  Miatain  the  qoallty  c:  tse  visual  resources.'  >c  would  like 
:s  see  added  to  c.-.ls  i  statement  that  :.-.e  corridor  wouic  it  tic.u.ied  fro* 
aineral    entry. 


Thialt  you   for   conaiQcring  our   coMneoi 
Record   of   Decision   :or    tne   RUP/DtlS. 
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Responses  to  Letter  128 

1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  5  of  letter  102. 

2.  The  draft  Rf^P/EIS  incorrectly  implied  that  the  White  Pel- 

ican Island  would  be  available  for  mineral  location.  How- 
ever, since  the  island  is  Bureau  of  Reclamation  acquired 
land,  It  is  not  available  for  mineral  activities. 

3.  Recent  surveys  conducted  by  the  USFWS  and  the  Univer- 

sity of  Wyoming  in  the  Laramie  Basin  have  resulted  in 
the  discovery  of  two  populations  of  Wyoming  toad.  Sur- 
veys will  continue  to  be  conducted  regardless  of  the  RMP 
alternative  selected.  The  BLM  is  committed  to  the  con- 
servation and  enhancement  of  all  endangered  species 
and  their  habitat. 

4.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  our  error.  In  chapter  2  of  this 

document,  the  proposed  plan  contains  a  discussion  of 
the  criteria  that  an  area  must  meet  to  be  considered  for 
ACEC  designation.  The  proposed  and  designated  NNLs 
do  not  all  meet  these  criteria.  However,  management 
direction  in  the  proposed  plan  provides  that  the  integrity 
of  the  natural  history  values  of  the  areas  would  be  main- 
tained. 

5.  Mineral  withdrawals  are  placed  on  areas  with  important 

values  that  cannot  be  adequately  protected  by  other 
means.  Our  authority  to  manage  surface  disturbance 
associated  with  mineral  exploration  and  development  is 
sufficient  to  maintain  the  visual  quality  along  the  North 
Platte  River.  The  potential  for  mineral  locations  along  the 
river  (other  than  sand  and  gravel  operations)  is  low  in 
most  stretches  and  moderate  in  some,  which  means  that 
the  likelihood  of  mineral  operations  negatively  affecting 
recreation  resources  is  not  great.  Regulations  in  43  CFR 
3809  allow  us  to  protect  valuable  resources  from  unnec- 
essary damage  due  to  mineral  activities.  Mineral  devel- 
opments also  are  regulated  by  state  law.  Also  please  see 
general  response  10. 


nS^SI  WYOMING  CHAPTER 

i':i^:h>^  sierra  club 
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5«peeiab4£    16,    1337 


Kr.   Jdhn  Husband,   Team  Lead«c 
Bureau  of  Land   Hanai^ement 
Ravllns  Olscrlcc 
P.O.    aox    670 
Rawlina,    VY  82301 

Deal   nx .   Husband, 

Tne  Wyoming  Crtaptet  of    the   Sierra   Club  has   600  memBers  who 
frequently  use    8Ltt   lands    £ot    recreation  and   naEuce   study.      W« 
suBBUt  th*    Eollowinq  camnttnts   on    t.")*  dcait  Resourre   rianaqtmenc 
Plan    (EtHP)    and  EnviraRin«ncaI    lapact  Statenint    [SISI    Coc    ttie 
M«dicln«    aow/Otvlda   HeaouEce    Areas-      Thea*   coma^nti    fall    into    two 
ctze-jatiti,    cno3«   concernlnq    the   adequacy   of    tJie   documenta    and 
tiiose  crttU'jin-J  th«  proposed  Plan. 


The    Planning    Documents 


1 


d 

helped  us  In  our 
coOD  £dc  Improve 

Purpose  and  Meed 

Chapter  I   needs  to  be  cevcltten  to  inalte  it  clear  how  SUM 
planning  Is  mandated  by  the  redecal  Land  Planning  and  Management 
Act  ("LPHAl  and  how,  sines  planning  Is  a  majoc  Federal  action 
ai£ecting  the  envii^nment.  It  falls  under  th<  aegis  of  Che 
Nitlonal  E.-.vi:onm«ntal  Policy  Act  (HcPA).   Furthermore,  we  Chink 
it  would  enhance  youc  credibility  if  you  stated  up  fconC  your 
management  philosophy. 

Altecnatives 

Tafile  1  should  Include  biological  diversity  (both  plants  and 
anisAlsl  and  miles  af  local,  collectot,  and  a>rtecial  toad 
construction  and  (separately)  reconstruction.   You  need  to 
indicate  how  much  timber  will  be  narvesced  (HKBF)  and  how  ouch 
forest  land  will  be  subject  to  different  Xinds  of  sllviculturs 
(clearc'jttlnq,  sheltecwood,  Chinning,  etc.).   Acres  of  wilderness 
should  al30  be  given. 

The  maps  following  Table  1  ar«  well-done  but  somewhat 
conf-jslng  because  some  apply  Co  sp-iciflc  alternatives  while 
others  apparently  apply  to  all  altstnaCives.   This  dlffecance 


'T^  biirxi  oppcwition  to  progTt^  btit  oppoatiixi  to  Hind  progress 
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needs  to  be  made  cleat  In  the  captions.   We  also  suggest  a  set  of 
simple  bar  graphs  comparing  Che  four  alternatives  In  terns  of 
various  resource  uses,  e.g.,  grazing  AUM's,  acres  open  to  mineral 
exploration,  wildlife  hafilCat  acres,  etc.   Table  2    (Cumulative 
Impacts)  should  be  moved  Co  the  Environmental  Consequences 
chapter  (see  below). 

Affected  Snvlronfflanc 

This  chapter  is  very  Chorough  on  all  resources  except  grazing. 
The  latter  section  must  be  greatly  expanded  so  Chat  its  coverage 
Is  commensurate  with  the  importance  of  grazing  In  the  planning 
area.   Heeded  are  bar  graphs  showing  the  cumulative  acreages  in 
the  various  ecological  condition  classes  and  their  trends,  and  a 
map  showing  where  areas  In  each  ecological  condition  class  act 
located. 

Maps  5  Co  7  and  38  don't  seem  necessary,  while  a  map  of 
surficlal  geology  would  complement  the  soils  map.   Figures  a  to 
11,  while  Interesting,  mote  appropriately  belong  In  an  appendix. 

Environmental  Consequences 

We  suggest  a  reorganization  of  this  chapter  to  bring  out  more 
clearly  which  types  of  activities  have  Che  greatest  potential  for 
environmental  effects.   As  it  stands,  the  chapter  Is  organized 
with  alternatives  as  major  sections  and  effects  on  Individual 
resources  as  subheadings  within  those  sections.   It  would  be 
better  if  resources  were  the  sections  and  alternatives  the 
subheadings . 

Effects  of  grazing  are  greatly  underplayed.   Quantitative 
estimates  of  soil,  water,  and  vegetaCion  lapacca  of  current  and 
projected  grazing  levels  are  needed. 

The  list  of  resources  should  be  expanded  to  Include  roads  and 
biological  diversity.   A  final  cumulative  Impacts  section. 
Including  Table  2,  would  tie  together  this  chapter  and  Indicate 
which  activities  In  combination  exert  a  larager  effect  than  is 
apparent  when  they  are  considered  In  Isolation. 

The  Cumulative  Impacts  table  Is  preferable  to  a  narrative,  but 
it  needs  Improvement.   Quantitative  predictions  of  net  forest 
growth  and  long-term  sustained  yield  would  convey  more 
Information  than  "Productivity  would  Increase  with  tine." 
Quantitative  predictions  of  changes  in  range  condition  and  trend 
are  also  needed.   Projections  of  seai-pr Lmitlve  and  primitive 
recreation  demand  are  desirable.   Expected  changes  in  species 
composition  of  the  various  vegetation  types  should  be  presented. 
Hard  numbers  are  needed  in  place  of  qualitative  statements  for 
wildlife  and  fisheries. 


O  t|  vilderness 
^3    we  are  pie 
S  Study  Areas  ( 


leased  that  you  are  treating  individual  wildernesa 

S-  jcuay  Areas  (WSA's)  In  detail  In  the  Wilderness  SuppleaenC.   Each 
area  is  described  comprehensively,  a  positive  feature,  but  there 
.  are  some  piobIe«s.   rirst,  the  Part/Chapter  organlraclon  Is 
S  confusing.   Why  not  a  set  of  chapters  like  the  EIS  (Affected 
EnvlEonoMnC,  etc.)  with  VSA-s  as  subheadings?  Second,  you 
preaenC  no  Justification  in  the  Preferred  Alticnatlvt  tor  why  you 
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2  0  prefer  wilderness  ot  no  wUderneas  for  «ach  vsa;  we  are  le£t 
1  guessing  your  nocives.   Third,  there  Is  no  Integration  between 
B  the  Supplement  and  the  main  body  of  Che  RHP.   Please  Include 
3  wilderness  ai  a  category  in  Table  1  of  the  EIS  and  provide  a  nap 
g  of  proposed  wt Iderness/no  wildctnesi  del  Ignat Lona .   rinally,  why 
■  arr  you  considering  the  r«rrls  Mountains  and  Adobe  Town  VSA'S 
K  separately  from  the  RMP?  These  are  blq  areas  -  shouldn't  their 
!l  fata  be  considered  In  the  RMP? 

Proposed  Plan 

We  are  very  disappointed  In  the  Plan.   Important  data  are  not 
presented  or  are  Ignored  with  respect  Co  grazing  and  nlnerals 
kanagem«nC.   The  Cwo  most  Important  resource  problems, 
overgrazing  and  impact  of  oU/gas  leasing  and  development,  are 
Ignored  and  no  plan  gf  action  is  presented  to  deal  with  them. 
Finally,  Che  Plan  continues  to  enphaa tie  graxlng,  oil  and  gas, 
and  hardrock  ainerals  at  the  expense  of  other  multiple  uses  such 
B9  recreation  and  wilderness,  a  violation  of  FLPMA. 

Areas  of  Critical  Znvlronnental  Concern 
Oa    We  favor  designation  of  all  of  the  Baggs  Elk  crucial  winter 
^  Ij  range,  the  Clbben's  beardtongue  site,  the  Muddy  Cap  cushion  plant 
^  comnunity.  White  Pelican  Island,  and  Che  raptor  concentration 

S  areas  as  ACSC's.   This  Is  particularly  Important  foe  White 
Pelican  Island,  since  the  white  pelican  is  a  candidate  tor 
threatened  species  status.   All  ACSC's  should  be  totally  off- 
_  limits  to  oil/gas  leasing,  hardrock  ainezal  exploration,  and  off- 
road  vehicle  (ORV]  us*. 

Fire  Management 

Ve  are  pleased  to  see  a  Halted  suppression  policy  proposed 
Eor  36\  of  Che  planning  area,  but  in  order  Co  make  It  wash  with 
the  public,  you  need  to  Justify  it  more  fully,  e.g.,  saves  money, 
recognises  role  of  fire  U  natural  ecosystems,  etc. 


.I 


5S 


I.ands  Program 

We  understand  Che  rationale  Eor  disposing  of  BLM  holdings 

S-  which  are  isolated  and  difficult  to  manage,  although  no  evidence 
is  provide  to  prove  the  "difficult  Co  manage"  assertion. 
^  However,  we  believe  it  is  wrong  to  designate  lands  for  disposal 
Co  permit  "expansion  and  economic  development'  of  local 


205 


129D 


5S 


:;mmunl  t!ej.   T.'ieae  dci  pulaLic  lards  whose  ". .  = 
.nprovinq  t^,e  nationai  welfare. 

Livestock  Gcazinq  Hanaqemen: 

As  Indlcaced  in  the  EI3  ar.C  -.r.e  Gcazir.q  Ap; 
se:Lous  pcacl-rra  with  the  quality  of  rangela-:: 
arsa.  23  .  a\  at  the  ranae  is  ;-  rair  cardit.tr-. 
rt'ditton,  wh:Is  SI  gcaim'j  all^trsents  (our  ;; 
dswnwacd  ecological  t;end  (Taale  l-VGH-AP-:  j  . 
grazing  use  exceeds  carrying  rapacity  [cur:e-.t 
a::3t:nencs  iTaiile  [.VCR-AJ?- 1  I  .  The  £13  (p.  11 
:-3C  ^:\  of  t.^.a  public  land  rec;'j:res  Earifje  re- 
ef inadequate  plant  piaduct  isr.,  -indesiraaie  s; 
d2w!-,wd!rd  :3nqe  t:end3,  pooc  aniT^l  disCtiau:.: 
seasorrs  of  '-se  .  Compet:  ti  on  SefJeen  1  iveati  =  : 
fDci  on  CT'jcial  wints;  ranqes  is  dCK.-iowleige; 
and  13  pcoSably  widespread,  as  suggested  Sy  Ti 

What  is  the  Plan's  lesponse  ta  these  set;;^ 
Cjrrentiy,  1.3S  million  ac:es  out  of  6.5  mil:: 
lar.cf  in  the  planning  area  aie  ;n  grazing  all:t 
-ii:  not  change  in  the  Plan.  Zzazinq  will  :-: 
;il,i64  Co  ;3S,9'10  AUM's,  purportedly  due  t3  . 
productivity.  This  is  hard  zs  Sslleve,  since 
'ivt:  upward  trenda  in  :ange  csnditlan,  while  i 
trends  and  the  rest  acs  static.  Cattle  will  i 
paltry  S7  acres  of  ripacian  zone  and  L,i:0  ac: 
wildlife  winter  range. 

Table  L'/GR-^P-  \  shows  that  actions  intended 
:ondiCions  are  liniLCed  to  non-continuous  gra:, 
allzitsents,  later  turnout  dates  on  two  allctr* 
fancmq  Co  protect  cipacian  ^anes,  and  ]T  rese 
A  nuch  greater  commitment  la  made  to  actions  t 
4nd  sheep:  101  miUs  q£  new  fences,  113  new  re 
and  5pr  ings,  3  miles  at  pipeline,  i,;00  miles 
turning,  dislcing,  and  spraying  o:  58,303  acres 
■presuraaDly  to  crested  wheacgrass,  an  exotic  s 
acres . 

The  Plan  should  devote  considetaoly  mora  re 
restoring  degraded  range  lands.  Protect  ive  act 
-ndertalten,  including  reducing  l;ve3Coc)(  nucie. 
inscicut inq  non-cont inuous  graiim  aystems  on  ; 
Failure  to  undertake  these  actions  will  only  a. 
restoration  jod  more  gargantuan  m  the  future. 
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Q  ■  far  short  of  the  speci f ici -v 
^  j  The  crs  should  contain  a  r-i: 

S'  listing  areas  wnere  resource 
restotdt.-n  of  each  area. 

Wilderness 

Soddleas  areas  comprise  :: 
holdings  :.-.  the  planning  ar^i 
Adobe  T2wn  ViA's).  Since  ;.-, : 
no  wilderness  currently  exia: 
we  believe  that  all  the  VjA'= 
wilderness  iesignatian.  ■■';;; 
with  grazing  i.~.  Sncampment  .= ; 
affect  Gil  and  gas  product;;: 
oil/gas  potential  there  is  1: 

FLPMA  and    Si,=  A  VioUdons 

The  proposed  Plan  mCends 
and  hardrocKl  as  the  dominant 
grazing  as  the  second  most  -.z 
contravention  of  the  multiple 
consumptive  uses  such  as  wili 
given  snort  shrifc  by  this  ?1 
past . 

There  is  little  variation 
available  acreages  far  many  r 
available  £3:  grazing  vary  le 
alternative  offers  less  than 
minerals,  the  iowes"  percsnta^ 
S4V  of  coal- be  an  ng  areas,  :;. 
loca cable  .-smerais  -  a5\  of  a 
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teasonaoi-  alternatives..." 
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alcernatives  are  not  really  a 
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reductions  in  grazing  and  la 
should  be  presented. 
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Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of 


rely  yours, 


.  Foster 
ttee  Chair 
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In  T.3bU  I,  p.  4',1-Sl),  :;i,>,fl'-  i^-:-3  [■)2vi  . 

leasing  under  the  Pljn,  an  increase  of  30\  -.Jtz    existl.-.g                 | 

available  acres.   This  Increase  lo  proposed  e 

en  thougn. 

hisCot icaliy,  coal  mining  has  not  approached 

ermisible  levels  : n 

the  planning  area  iCasper  St ac -T:  ibune ,  C5-1" 

i') .      All  lands 

over  which  3LM  has  leasing  authority  would  te 

;pen  to  oil  shale 

and  geochermal  leasing. 

7  B 

':>.^    environmental  conseguences  of  minerals 

aanagement  have  noc 

been  explicitly  addressed  m  the  £13.   A  He:* 

reference  is  :\ade 

to  coal  EIS'5  [p.  113],  but  apparently  there 

as  been  no 

environmental  analysis  carried  out  for  oil  ir. 

gas  leas:~.g.   This 

.s  a  serious  oversight,  because  once  a  lease 

as  :een  issued,  the 

=:,.■-  c.3nnoC  prevent  lease  deve  io;:men  t .   The  z: 

Should  s'.:=aaci:B 

the  environmental  impacts  of  current  oil/gas. 

:tal,  a.-^d  :il  Shale 

leasing  within  the  planning  area  and  should  ^ 

siitt  the  potential 

impacts  of  full  field  oil/gas  development  and 

:  f  -inihg  ::f  all 

k 

the  coal  which  will  be  made  availaols  for  lea 

i.~.g.   This 

s 

information  should  be  summanied  In  the  C-mul 

tive  Impacts  table. 

Ve  feel  that  lands  should  t-  opened  to  ha: 

coal  mining,  and  oil/gas  leasing  only  after  : 

:ro*--n  ehviron- 

mental  analysis,  including  cuau.aCive  effects 

-as  .ndicated 

which  lands  can  be  developed  without  maior,  . 

laversi^le  resource 

damaqe . 

"ecteation  ^lanagement 

■l 

So  provLslon  13  made  to  ensure  thac  capac; 

■•■  for  semi- 

pri.Tncive  and  primitive  recraat.on  will  Pa  3J 

flnen:  -:  -ee^ 

demands.   We  recommend  adoption  of  land  use  r 

issiiicari :n5  wnich 

-ill  provide  a  range  of  recreational  use,  e.o 

,  areas  --ere  riocor 

-e.Ticliis  ace  permicted  only  -n  existing  roads 

Where  motor  venicles  are  restricted  to  roads. 

and  areas  -.-rere  no 

;t^atoc  vehicles  (including  sncwnabi  les  1  ate  al 

;wed. 

While  the  proposed  policy  ::i    confining  CRV 

3  to  existing  roads 

and  trails  is  laudable,  it  is  uhenforced  and 

.renf orceaole  --;th 

current  EL,1  resources.   Off-t=ad  and  oft-tra. 

:sv  jse  .1 

widespread  and  damage  to  soils,  water,  and  ve- 

etation  is 

.. -.creasing,  patticulatly  with  -.-.e  coom  in  ■l-wr 

eel  ATV's  and  vouna 

Stivers.   Even  if  CRV's  could  be  confined  to  - 

xisti.ng  trails'. 

-lany  trails  are  not  maintained  to  sustain  met. 

;;:ed  use  -lonsuc 

eroding.   The  EiS  presents  no  mf or::iacion  ir.    = 

reas  wner-  :=V 

■ia.Tjqe  IS  occurring,  a  serious  daEiciency,   A.- 

exrensive 

:.-ventory  of  the  planning  area  f^r  CSV  probler 

areas  is  -eeded. 

^ 

These  areas  should  then  be  c.;3ed  to  ORV's  ar.= 

renamlitat  ion 

^ 

plans  developed  for  each   area. 

lOils,  Water,  and  Air  Management 

1 

The  Ei;  ;s  m  Clear  •■■  i  0  lat ;  ;.-.  cf  Executive 

trier  11??I  and  the 

=  1,M  regulations  wnicn  impleme-t  thac  order. 

~e  :':~u',i-  -zr.^ 

state  that  it  l^  SLM  policy  -;  mv-intocy  ri;ar 

"preserve  and  ennance"  thsse  -^acitats,  and  car 

r  y  ;  ■;  t  a  c  t . : ".  s 

:--tside  of  these  habitats  ir  -envir onmencally 

iiCBptacle' 

ilt-irnatives  exist.   All  the  Plan  says  is  that 

.  t  -  I  1 :  "  -a  I ,-.  t  a  1  n 

riparian  areas  in  good  and  excellent  condlt::r 

and  lmpr:v-  areas 

that  are  ceing  degraded"  'Tab.e  1,  p.  Sll.   "h 

-5  s-atem<.-:  falls 

Responses  to  Letter  129 

1.  Thank  you  for  the  suggested  revisions.  We  are  always 

looking  for  ways  to  make  our  planning  documents  more 
understandable  within  the  limits  of  our  prescribed  for- 
mats. We  believe  you  will  find  this  final  document  easier 
to  follow.  Your  ideas  will  be  considered  in  preparation 
of  future  planning  documents.  Also  please  see  general 
response  2. 

2.  Please  see  general  response  1 .  The  land  use  planning  for 

the  area  that  includes  the  Adobe  Town  ana  Ferns  Moun- 
tains WSAs  was  Gompleted  before  work  on  this  docu- 
ment began.  The  draft  Adobe  Town/Ferris  Mountains  wil- 
derness EIS  was  initiated  at  that  time.  Then  the  decision 
was  made  that  both  the  Divide  and  Meaicine  Bow 
resource  areas  (later  combined  into  the  Great  Divide  Re- 
source Area)  would  be  included  in  one  RMP/EIS.  The 
Adobe  Town/Ferris  Mountains  wilderness  EiS  process 
was  already  proceeding  on  the  previous  scnedule,  so  it 
was  not  combined  with  the  Medicine  Bow  wilderness 
EIS.  The  final  Adobe  Town/Ferris  Mountains  wilderness 
EIS  is  now  being  prepared.  That'document  will  supple- 
ment the  Medicine  Bow/Divide  (Great  Divide)  RMP/EIS. 

3.  The  proposed  plan  in  chapter  2  of  this  document  contains 

a  discussion  of  management  direction  ana  intent  for  all 
areas  that  were  considered  for  ACEC  designation.  It  also 
includes  the  rationales  for  selection  of  certain  areas  to 
be  proposed  for  designation  as  ACECs. 

4.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  22  of  letter  114. 

The  information  in  the  newspaper  report  you  mention 
was  incorrect.  As  we  said  on  page  109  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.  our  estimate  of  timber  inaustry  demana  for  saw- 
timber  in  the  planning  area  is  30  to  40  MMBF  per  year. 
The  acreages  and  timber  volumes  are  site-spscific  infor- 
mation, becausethey  can  vary  from  locale  tc  locale.  How- 
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ever,  assumptions  are  given  for  forestry  activities  on  page 
216  of  the  draft  RMP/EiS.  If  these  assumptions  are 
applied  to  the  preferred  alternative,  approximately  20 
MMBF  would  be  harvested  over  the  next  ten  years.  This 
would  result  in  about  1 ,600  to  1 ,800  acres  of  clearcutting. 

5.  Section  203(a)(3)  of  FLPMA  allows  disposal  of  public  land 

tracts  "to  serve  Important  public  objectives,  including 
but  not  limited  to  expansion  of  communities  and  eco- 
nomic development,  which  cannot  be  achieved  pru- 
dently or  feasibly  on  land  other  than  public  land  and 
which  outweigh  other  public  objectives  and  values, 
including  but  not  limited  to  recreation  and  scenic  values, 
which  would  be  served  by  maintaining  such  tract  in  Fed- 
eral ownership."  Also  please  see  general  response  9. 

6.  Please  see  general  responses  4,  6,  and  7. 

7.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  114. 

8.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  11. 

9.  A  detailed  inventory  of  riparian  area  condition  and  man- 

agement needs  will  be  a  high  priority  worl<load  involving 
considerable  effort  over  the  next  five  years.  Also  please 
see  general  response  7. 


Response  to  Letter  150 

1 .  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments.  Also  please  see  general 
response  1. 
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joCrn  and  Dl«iu  Ball 

1 U7  Crial  Sifwi  -^ 

BviMUalL  60201  ./ 

Jotm  Ruabuid 

RMP  Teim  leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Maoagaamt 

P.O.  Box  670 

Ra*tina.  TY  82301 

Stptamber  IS,  1987 

Dear  Ur.  Husbaad: 

W«  are  vriUag  to  ttroa«ty  urt«  you  to  rKommend  thTM  vUdenms  itudy 
areas  for  protected  vilderoesa:  Eocampmenl  River  Cinyott.  Projpea 
Mouctaifl,  and  Bennett  Mouniams.  AU  three  areu  are  in  Tyoimng  and 
vorttiy  of  vUderaeM  sutui. 

Tbeae  are  wild,  isolated  areas  d  unsurpassed  magniTicence.  AU  of  theo  are 
borne  to  many  viid  animals,  mduding  eUc.  deer,  and  bighorn  abeep.  Te  reel 
that  it  is  vital  to  maintain  Lbem  as  isoUted  ipKes  of  soUtude  and  peace  in 
our  fast-diangmg,  hi^biy  developed  country, 

Ve  deep^  oppose  Lhe  BLM's  bias  tovard  oil  and  gas  developmeat  in  tt» 
Me<licine  Bow/Divide  Resource  Area.  We  are  appalled  Ijy  Uje  BLM 
suggesijcn  to  open  ihe  entire  50  million  aa-es  in  the  area,  vjtb  ooe  single 
excepuoa  to  destruction  and  expioutioo.  Remember  ttut  your  job  is  to  best 
manage  me  land  for  all  atizeos  and  Hut.  in  tlii]  case  as  in  so  many  otliera, 
the  best  managemeat  is  to  let  it  atooe- 

Siocerety, 


iWCE^t^ 


DiuuBtll 
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[Tlili  nandwclttan  l*Cttc  1MB  b««n  eyp*<l  v«tb4tla  ea  iav*  ipaea.  ] 


3«pt.    17.    lf»7 
321   rrMonc 
tActaia,   WT 

■  3D70 

John  Butbvnd,   T««a  l^adac 

BUCaiu  <Mr   Land   N«fi*<)«Mnc 

Xiwltu  Dlatrlet 

r.O.    Bet   470 

RkwUA«,    MTiMllnq      12301 

IMir  Ht.   nisMndi 

Tlilt   latt«t  cort«tLeut»»  out   co^nti  an  th«  Ocatt  ii«souc*:«  Kan*q«Mnt 
Plan   and   tnvlrotM«ntal    lapcct   StacvMne    tat    ttM  M«dlctn«   Bm  «tMl   &ind« 
Raaourca  Uaaa.      Plaaaa   includa  thta   lactae    la  th«  public  cacocd. 

Of    tba   four   altarnaClna    in   elM   Plan/BU.    «•   atronqLy   (upport 
altaenatlTa  B  and  ucq«  BLff  to  wKa   It  tha  pcaCarrtd  aleatnatlta..     whl la 
■  Itarnatl'^   8   la   &y   no   ««aaa   pacfact.    It   Boat   eloaaly    Collma   wttat   »•   baila^a 
to  tM   tha   fiaae   MtiagaMnc   coucaa   (oc   tbOM   RA't.      TTia   aqancy    racoManJation  o( 
Alt«rn«elT«   D   ta   totally   uaaccapcUU   to  ua.      Altacnatlva   d  unfairly   plscaa 
tria   banaflta   of   aanaqawanc    in  tba   n4nd4  at    a   gull   group   o(    IMlvlduala   *ho 
fitva  dlract  acono^ic  tlaa  to  ttM  aitractlva  acclvUlaa  chat    Ertquanciy  taka 
placa   OB   radacal    landa,    I. a.    tlabac   t>acv4at,    atnlmj   and   oil/qaa   iaaalnq. 

on   tha   othar   hand,    tha   banaflta   ot  aanaqaMnt   under   altacnatl»a   S   would 
oa   apraad   out   ««onqat    tna   population  <*ttnin   «   without   tha   unaqaaanc    acaa. 
Inecaaaad   oppotcunltlaa    tor    tacraatlon.    caduction   of    Lapacta   on   "lldllfa.    and 
achae   aanatlta   could   Oa   aa^oyad   by   anyona   who    wlaMa   to   pactika.      Ona   naad 
Juat   looK   at    tha   (luncat   day   aaclaataa  on   pq.    HO    (iMmt   pacaqcaph)    to   aaa   that 
thara    la   bom   aconoalc  bonaflt   that    ta   alao  darivad   Ccob  focualnq   aanaqaaant 
•etotta  on   wildlife    (aapaciaily   habitat   pcotaotion)    and    racraatlon.      hqain   wa 
wjac    acata   chat   wa   atronqly    auppott -altarnatlva   B   o»ar   altarnatl»a   0.      Rachar 
than   pick   ouc   apaclflc   pcoblana  w«   pacciava   ta   AUarnaciva   0,    wa   alapiy   utga 
aw   to  chanqa   Its    racowandacLoa   to  altacnatlw   a.      0«t   quaatlona   and   concarna 
caqardlnq   spaclClc   aapacta  of   altaroaclva   S   aca   atatad   balow, 

A  brlaf    cowanc   on   tha  Vlldacnaaa  Supplaaanc   and    ita    cacoiMandatlona   la 
In   ocdar.      Wa   coaMand   BLM  oa   Ua   poaltlva    caco^ndacion   for   wlldarnaaa    CoC 
tha    Ptoapact   Mtn.    HSA,    and   aupport   tha    cacovandatlon  wholahaartadly.      It 
MHaa   pacfaot   aanaa   Co   add   thla   iuil    paccal   of    land   to   that   alraady   piaaaevad 
•  a  wUdatnaaa   on   tho    Poraat   Saevica   land. 

Oq   tha  ochac   hand,   «a  do  not   undaratand    and   hanca   do   not   coneut   with 
BLM'i   no  wlldacnaaa   racoMaaodacien   Coc   tha   Enca^aant   Rlvac   WSA.      TSara   aca   no 
condicta  with   aitiaotlva   uaaa   oc   ocbara    In   thla  USA  aicapc    (oc   gtailnq.      »a 
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i^-ncy    : 


ili-.  L 


^nilican:    :*s3jr;«  ssnfUcts    it   ".-.i*   n'SA.      :.-i    !--.Tr-,    -.-j:- 

rreitLCin,     nd    ip-ic-.il    t>jO'?  t  ipr.i  c    i-V5    visjaL    r9S.i'^::-s.       :i    : 

nis    3JL    row    T.'.^ii/i-jin^    -run    -gj,    ■.  i    ,ni    inds-l    i-    -n.'.i   -i- 
■zv-.in   i-i    'T.t   .'■"-?S.      ->   auppoc.    -.-.-   a1 '>-vi  Ld-»rn-ss    i.:-*f-,ati 


If  L 


and    qj. 


rfhy  not  -rian*  conw  3Lu££  an  ACrc  ajv^  clos^  i :  -a 
Hitle^aL  iev*lopnenc?  3o  we  lis jndecscsnd  ;.-«  i 
lesignati^n?       ?g     JL . 

lind  Hills  aCiC  -  wny  not  ^ane  i '.  an  ACEC  jOdst 
'.ast    s«nc»ncs    -.n    Alt,    C   ilso.      ?5    J5 

'.ands    PragciTi   -  Access:      ^,:ioi    ^anauaqe   jndec    i'.' 


mpcoueflenei  s'em  ^/ety  319.      ts 
lOc    pay    f'jc    ir.ese    iflpUOVerrwtltJ  ? 


ol*  flin-rals,    Coal    -  pg.    ^3 

partd    t-.e    :n-Ji.an   Spcmqs    at-a,      -Jt   J^  1 


■Ji'.dUfe    na3i:jc..,?q    69    -   aapt; 

tijce   ca.-wents   on   tn«   entice   ^ac 

^e  Jo  not  =*li"ve  cnac  ti:^( 
et  loss  un  JiHarsi  ^o  tr-.e 
iHUte    gr    pmiti'Je,    noninoi 


■  atveat  anoull  ■jcsjr  in  any  . 
.  .nlesg  it  is  -nqjeat  [■anaoL 
z^'J    recceacional    isenja. 


:--:5ilr^1    -.  = 
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■T«»nd   nm   (nr    i:s    thv  ■^imt.    .ipptna:i    in^    irs-- 


30>1,     .^flft,     Air     "TTie     PUnnin.)     .:fit  =  ;ii,     ;>■!     ;;,      ;■ 
?ifaqrapn:       We    tMni    -.nat    -iLdlil*    5.--iil,3    E#    -idJ" 


O   2    '^Tr?»Cion    «qflt.     PUnninq    Ceiteria.     si    ;i,     second    :q  Uw ,     rjjft^.    sacLitii 


i-Jency   oias    nainsc    r-creac  i  in,     loe; 


1?      :f    :-. i-i    i;it— ai-ni 


SiOSilffS    50    tecteation,     -ny    not    apply    ;',    -.3    ill     iev-l  =  cn*nt,     i.-.     nal,      jis, 
.  Lv^9t-x:» ,    <.t:c.  . .  .Eicnuc    3triVo    it    J.-ot   the   ■1r3<;ijnent    zc    loply    i-    -a    1 1 '.    -ht" 

We    tind     It     inconc-ivaale    that    i;H?    LT31-,    ,':an    3e     i.ictel3-d    J3    -iu< 
-.".«    (iteatBd   jreia   and   ■-e   question    -.-.-   viuiicy    of    ■.'^e   cilcjLs: 


ippt»CiJte   the   eftott    3Lfl   put 
etully   considers   our   ccwnenta. 


Plm/EIS    ar>a    ^op|■    -•'.jt    '.-e 


/a/      J-Cf    A.    '-aal 
/a/      DaviJ    s,    Tacv. 


Responses  to  Letter  151 

1 .  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/5IS 

and  send  us  your  comments. 

2.  The  statement  about  limitations  that  you  quoted  applies 

to  all  other  BLM  programs  as  well  as  to  recreation.  We 
are  constrained  by  funcing  and  workforce  realities  in  all 
of  our  actions.  The  statement  should  not  be  interpreted 
as  a  bias  against  recreation,  but  as  a  statement  of  real- 
istic limitations. 
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UNITED  STATTS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

nSH  AND  WlLOUFE  SERVICE 

f*.a«inq    Stit»    Office 
2irO  Cionol   Avenue,    3oc"    "310 

i«HMD«r    17.    1987 


MTC87:WC*P£I 


Jaw  MuiDind.    "-««■  Leaoer.   SLM,    Hi-M^-j.  «> 

Act-tnq    StlL*    SuDervioi',    USTW,    Ch«yefln«,    ^    lfW:-6I411] 


SuOjeci!      «*v>im  of   f^ai. 
E.-wirorwieni*! 


rnts   -f    tn. 


in«   ior-Olvide   flesource  "*ft»qi 
wact   Statement    (D£ISl    ing  ^ 


I  constT.utes 


Denefit   f- 


He   foona   -.nat   tnt  OEIS    iaenf-ea  moat    iaiL«s   .n-   s-fgrpq   Mnaqe«er.t 
ootions   unoer    it    least   o^e   C    -.-«   oroonseo   alte-.f/ea    tr^ai   .^la 

ina  -ildlife  '.-<^.^;es.  ,vitn  -  fn  s  --  .-„o.  _*  30  noz  ~»^ 
■eference  fcr  ,^,  :„^  q^  ^^^  alter-at'ves  »s  or«entea  -- 
suggest    tnjt    '.-«   ^eat   aooroach   now  '  0   ce   ta   aovetai  I    t^* 

J   t.-ve    ■preferrea   •'.  ".prnati  ve.  ■    'ainer    t-ian 
•.ernatives    inclufler:    'n   tne   OEIS. 


tne  OEIS. 

setter  nanaqe^wnt  featui 
liKit  trie  c.-vjnce  to  the  ■ 
Therefore,    r^   recoBwtena   ■ 


T>t     ' 


EIS    ■ 


ilteri 


Grazing  n«s  ■  juatalnea  incact  ^oon  fian  ana  Bilai' 
HeaourcB  Area.  Olrect  cc«Def--:n  ov  livestock  -^-i 
noinan.  -inter/cruciil  -inte-.  ana  oartuntior,  areas  can  r;, 
siqnif leant  ef'ectB  on  triese  --cortant  fiaoitats  1-0  --,c  -,1a 
U  deoenoent  upon  tne«.  There^^e.  -e  recon«.na  i-.at  :^  ^x,™ 
UtiniJflon  :n  -inter  and  C'-C-al  -inter  Oiq  uaPe  -anqe  not  1 
oercent   on   ccxxi   ranoes.    -itn   ::   percent   going   :z   -I'aiife   tn, 

"■snces.    r^   '■•rrarwicna   t.iat    'r-»w   c«   allocatea    ;;>'..    ;o   -1  la 


turces    in    t->e 


a    40   per 
ess    to   r 


par' 


or    streams- »   isne 
'B   t:   se   "-estn^tea    '-'T->;r    to   alloH  f^t 
an-i   --aintenance.      ,^    ::-cur   -ith   the   e 
■-le   eaaget   -xm   area.    Pyt   1    j;   -ecotitnena    tnat   ; 
I   -aoitat   oe   cp-ecteo    from   cra:--3    (i.e..    tncamp- 
m   Eennett    Pe«< 


r-»s.        --OK^'l 


-••ospect  Mixnta' 


rscle   ■ 


I 
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J.    HusO»na/BLH-qi„]in5.    W¥ 


2  ! 


S«    The  DEIS  inaic»te4  iMt  flomtonn^,   15  neeoea  =#fo'e  i^v  jdditTon.l 
prizing   .llot-t^nt   ad;u5t.-nent3    can   oe   maae;    no-ever.    -o    --a-carion    -s 
gnven    gj    ;□   .n«n    inuntion    of    tm  S    ln^jortani    ■nanaae'^nx    Jroaram   mi'i 
corwwnce.      ne   'ecorrcna   that   -noni'-onnq   cf    all    allstrients   :e"cDTO;ete! 


|2    snoula   Se   coorainatco   closely   „icn   tn«   rtvominc   ilam* 


in  tKi  fears  and  an  allotment  rMnaaenwnt  ol,... 
irierejf'er.  t^^  .-lonuonno  olan  jrvsuld  inclyi 
carrcHance  ana  -neaiure  arogres)  tOfMrCs  resoli 
conflicts.      T.^e   range  monitor- 


recover' 


.ea   ■Tiwcn  atel  * 
cgraw   to   evalu, 
'    -ssource 
r>,     ana    "eci  Jigj 


In   our    ootnian.     tne    Besourca    Area    does    not    hjve    t.^e    ti^er    Saie    to 
suDQort   the   300  oercent    increase    in   annual    t:^Der   -harvest.    2ver   r^r-e^t 
levels,    aunna   tr«   ne*t   5    yein    without    significantly   --roacting   other 
iTOortant   resource!.      The   tirter    s    ability    to   prcvioe   el.    -itn   ther-ral 
and   Mdinq   cover,    winter   range,    ana   Dartuntion   areas:    as   «en    js    -'s 
soil-Dinamg   ana   «ater-aua  1  ity   'unctions,    'ar   luLneicn,    -n   -lanv   areas 
the   conoercial    'orest-njrvcat   uenefUs.      Trvere'Dre.    -^''trongly 
reconnena   that   tn«   highest   ana   Eest   uSc   of   many   of    tnese   smal'l.    forest 
H«i-.,.«.    15   rg  oroviae  naonat  for  HtHaiife  ana  -r^intam  -aterjnea 

the   drainage.      We   also  recorrmena    that   the   tiwer   njrvest   not 
ae   increasefl   over   present    levels. 

2    J?   As   -Uh   tiffoer.    mineral    aevelooiwnts   rmjst   ue   wfighea    iQainst   tfte  other 
^     J    resource    values.       11"  ■ 


alues 


The  most    ifr^ortant   (nethod   for 
I  of  oil    ana  gas  aeve)oo«ent    involves   gooa  reclai*^ 


tigating  the   irmai 
orictKes   ana 


Savoicince  at    sensitive  areas.     Generally,    on   siooes  of    ies's'-nan' : 
cercent  graalent.    successful    reclamation  can  □ 
V   rices   aroooihg   araiatically   on   steeoer   slooes. 
k   f»ino.    <«   strongly   recoinnei 
J    15   aercent   qraaient   ana   t 


lercent  graalent.    successful    reclamation  can  ne  e^oectea.    -ith   success 

th   trtese   oointa    in 
■nd   liiThtea   aevelooment   on    sloDes   mth   rrwre   than 
■wlamation   of    aisturDed   ares.      ^   also 
■ecoim^na   that   seia.ic   OMratiOflS   &e   reatrictea    to   ^nen   tne    soil    is   ary 
:r   frozen.    ih   oraer   to   mlniniizs   vegetative   cover    loss   ano   50i  1 
:«roactior.      oil    ano   gas   drilling  within   crucial    ninter   ranges, 
isoecially  in  the  Saggs  nera  units,   neeas   to  oe  closeW  coorainatea  wii-n 


Sthe  K^oming  Game  ana  Fisn  Oeoartment   to  orotect  these   incort 
^   area.'        "-- 

c 

!"*   ""■^^r?'.!!!^"'''''"'   '^   rewoval    of    many   existing   >iineri1 


S   areas.      The  smeral    orotection   reauirement!   croQOSea    in   Alternative   i 
r ' 


I   are  oreferrea. 


4«ithara»aH    01.493   acresi    as   or-ooosed    in    the   "areferreO   alternative   • 
^   K  recomena   that   any   eHmination   of   existing   ■ithdra.^ls   Be   closely 
I   cooTdlnatea  »,itn  th*  genera)   ouolic.     Areas  oreviot-sly  «ithara«i  ^icn 

S    contain   aouailc   rioan.r,   areas,    crucial    winter   rinoea.    state   ana   federal 
-ilaife  managewwfit   areas,    and    i-noortant   recreation   areas    should   C* 


^    TMiniainea   as   -unarawais.      Me   suoport    yOur    agency   s   recc-mendatioi 

STiaintain   agricultural    Mithdra-al    for   FwS   National    Wildlife   Befuqes 
aureau   of   flee  1  ai»atian    lands   around   Semmoe.    nortes.    and   Pathfinder 
Sesefvotrs.   .-iracle  Wile   ana  f^rgan  Creek;    and   to  nMiintain   minertl 
^     Jtlthdranals    for    Teton    fleservoi 


^    r^coraieno   tnai   aiherBi 
■    LaNe,  AnteloDC  Rtiervo' 


ay  ana  Nine  We   sites,     re 
tnara««la  not  be  etimmatea  for  w  Her  Mill 
and  Flcning  Mell    Lu»an  Hoaa. 


,53C 


J.    Musoana/BLM-fia«l Ins,   WY 


Pertaininij   to   'aptor   Drotectlon.    r«   recoitwena   that   :ne   nests   of    the 

Ustea   nonenoanaerea   raotor    soecies   receive   the   foUowino    leasonal 
nesting   crotection, 

Ijolaen  Eagle FeDruary  15  -  July  15 

Osorey Aoril  15  -  Auoust  15 

"rairie   'akon ^^^ch  15  -  August  i' 

'*'"'ii^ ■ Aonl  15  -  Auflust  1 

ferruflihOus   Haiw , ,'^rch  15  -  July  ;5 

Coooer's   HaNM Afiri  1  ;  -  August  15 

aurrc«*ing   C*«l Aon  1  15  -  jj  I  y  15 

S-ainson'a  wamx April  1  -  JjIt  15 

«S"W Mirch  1  ■  July  31 

Sea-tailed  Hawn Acn  1  1  -  jjW  15 

AooMcation   of    raotqr-nest   protective  measures    is   ceoencent   uoon 
adeauate    inventories   to   laentify   cotential    csnfl'cts   oe^ore    iurface- 
aisturoing   activities    are   Dermittea.       If    aoeouate    inventories   are   not 
availaole.    as    is    the   case    in   seme   oortions   of.  the   Resource   Area.    >^ 
reconwena   that   your   Hildjife   Staff   conauct   an   on-site    mjoection   of    the 
sroject   to   ensure  rjotor   neat   protection.      As    a   General    guideline,    t^ 
reconmena   tfiat   a   three-duarter   mile   raaius   Cuffer    lone   se   -laintainefl 
arouno   each   raotor   nest.      Smaller   Duffer   zones   could   Ce   sesignateo   on   a 
51  te-tjy-si te  Oasu  after  consultation  among  flLM,    state,    ana  FWS 
Ciologists.      Tooograohic   relief,    vegetative   density,    or   ether 
Circuastances   nay   allow   reduction   of    buffer   rones    m    sgnw   situations. 

He  have   concerns    aDOut   vOur    agency's   Dlan   to   ddssidW   disoose   of    10.000 
acres   of   cuDlic    lanas   mthin   t-.^   -esource   Area.      Scattered   sarcels   cf 
auolic    'ana   can   sroviae   sanctuaries   for   mlaiife    in    areas   T*iere   t.ie 
haoitat    jaiues   3f    private    lanas   rave   Oeen   aiterea   or    ssvereiv    '.-noacteo. 
DisDOsal    2f  suDlic    lana  mav  also  severely    imoact  the  oooortumtv   for 
oucaoor   r-creation,    such   as   hunting   ano   fisning.      icatterea    land   oarcei; 
Tiay   seem  Difficult   to  manage;    however,    3   policy   of    '"tti-g   manw   of 
parcels   re»iain   natural    or   revert   tci   natural    conaitionj    reauires   minimai 
51^  management.      !n   cases   where    it    is   truly    in    t-e   cest   -nterest   of    the 
cuolic    ana   resources   associated   ".ith   the    iano   to   dispose    fo   a    tract.    .*e 
reconwena   an   eauitaole    1 ano   exchange   rather    than   outright    "aria    sales. 
Land   sales   ano   exchanges   COuld   also   influence   fV&   orograms.      Currently, 
'ana  exchanges   are   one   of    the   Best   flethoas    for   '^    to   acquire   "eeaea 
"anas.      r«e   are   oarticuiarly    interested    in    riparian   ana   ««tlana   areas 
that   now   suDDort.    or   coula   De   maragea    to   support,    Materf-sui    ana 
migratory   oir-s,       :n   cases   unere   the   prooerty   does   f:ot   fit   ;ur   prcgram 
needs,    aLM  has    the   responsioi 1 i ty    to   ensure   protection   cf    -^tlands'ana 
-ipanan   areas   -nen    -.nev   are   transferreO   to   tne   private    sector,    as 
reduirea   Cy   5ecf:cn   Z02   cf    FLPM4,    i^iecutive   Grae--    11530   and   Bureau 
Doiicy.      Please   "seo   this   office   acreasi    of    plans   to   dispose  of   or 
e»chanoe   any   o'    tne    lanas    in   Question. 


se 


153D 


re   suDDort   the   proposea    -esi;rati-i 
Concern   i  ACEC 1    for    :-a»-^,   --Vs', 

suCDort   iC£C   :esi:nat-c. 


=''_Arei   zt    :-it1c»l    Environmental 
■a   seamoe  'aotor  loncentrjtion 

-..or   c»nc,„tr..,=„   .-,„.       -,    .=.,..,.;,\,  ' '*   ""''   '""'"    '«"-"'" 
It  oroviaes  arotecfcn  t;   ■ 


^  ^'  aoon   seasonal    itisj'afcrs . 
•     2   ^atnfincer   =cier-^o'r    ;-cu": 
1    :ne    Qf    ir^e    largest 


IS  aesignation    is 
than   reiymg   sold 


1  stmg   ana   cr-pcsea    : 


-slana   in 
1 5' ina   supports 

^19-      -ue   to 
^gs    '. 


Ij   unit.    ™e   recoo-ena   that   :^rf:;^s    :'    -.^i,    'e-=    .m-.   also   ;«"5iv-n   AC=^.-" 
«   :esiQnatlon.       .his    ses-i-afcn   «a,   cr-*   :f    :ne   ^-t-cation   ?*asu;-5   l^' 


thought   i^as    aareea   -scr 

iKvoffling   'jirne   ard   F-sn   Zecart.iw-t ,    a-a   t-e   Sat-' 

concerning   th«  Ailanti:   --■«  ccai'fact. 


'he  oreferred  altemat-.e 
^nagement  olans  ana  c-^t 
coooerative  management  i:: 
3I  ans  3r<a  Del-eve  ■ -.  -  s  e 
the    imolementation   of    '."k 


Q  k   Coordination   ynaer   crov 
O  3   tetH*en   Fisn   and   kllaif' 


-:a:;ses    iz   lai-tai- 
■'-e   t--e    teve'cofient   ; 


zl   Section    7  ' 


'Sting    -aoitat 
'^r    -9m    -  1  ins    . 
5s.      ^    Juocort 


"as  "ot  Deen  c=noletei 
.  '^   :e-vice    and   t.■^e   Sureau   of   Lano   '^ragerwi 

J  Specific   snaangereo  sreces  corcer-s  c"    - 
k   iervice   at   a    later    late   thr'juon   t.ie   c= 
'.    Endangered  Species   Act 
Q   5   ~^^-       ^"   adaition. 


k   unsuitabllitv    soolicatipn   -It) 

li?  snoula  Oe  incluoea   in  t.ne   fnai   £:i  :;al    aBoen:i 


M   aacressea  Ey  the 
.atiorr   :rocess.       in*    Section 
;nsu:tatcn    jnoula   :>«   -ncludea    -n   the   final 
5Cr:inati."g   -evisicns   to    the   coal 


onn« 


neae   r 


'iSIOns 


re  have  rev1e"»ea  Hyoeirg  i 
soecific  coffrents  jertam' 
aaeauately  represent  oi.i-  ; 
tnat    your    agency   give    ser' 


,    ,-g    1 


ssues   that  M3FD  has  presertea 


»«  aooreciate  the  oo&ortumty   -s  c: 
guestions,   ne  can  oe  contacted   at 


cc; 

Assistant  Regional  Director. 
Field  Suoervisor.  USF^fi,  r^ ; < 
Director,  kJJFD.  Cheyenne,  «■> 
Director.    BLM  State   ■jTf-e.    : 


eoart^ienfS   August    17.    193: 
:=   the    !-oiect   CZ'.l   and    fma   the«   to 
hc    i    t::nce'ns.      '-^refope,    ^   recortmer 
s    atte-tion   to   correcting  or   resolving 


ilj^^ 


Responses  to  Letter  153 

1.  Thank  you  for  your  recommencations  for  allowable  utili- 

zation percentages  wi  thin  crucial  winter  range.  As  we  dis- 
cussed in  the  Livestock  Grazing  appendix  to  the  draft 
RMP/EIS,  grazing  treatments  included  in  livestock  graz- 
ing AM  Ps  will  be  designed  to  provide  forage  for  consump- 
tive use  while  proper  and  judicious  use  levels  for  key  for- 
age species  are  maintainea.  The  level  for  this  normally 
is  50%  of  the  current  year's  growth  for  grasses.  The 
needs  of  big  game  will  be  considered. 

2.  We  agree  that  reclamation  usually  is  more  successful  on 

gentle  slopes  than  on  steeo  siooes.  We  require  that  drill- 
ing operations  be  locatea  or  relocated  in  areas  wnere  sur- 
face disturbance  can  oe  mimmizea  ana  rehabilitation 
can  be  facilitated  as  much  as  oossibie.  Ground  condi- 
tions are  considered  wnen  seismic  operations  are  autho- 
rized. 

Drilling  and  other  disturoance  ti  crucial  winter  ranges 
will  be  coordinated  with  the  VVGFD.  In  the  proposed  plan. 
the  needs  of  big  game  are  ccverea  by  aoplication  of  the 
Wyoming  BLM  standard  miiigation  guidelines,  with  aadi- 
tional  spatial  and  temporal  limitations  in  specific  areas. 
Also -please  see  general  response  5. 

4.  Please  see  general  response  10. 

5.  Under  the  Wyoming  BLM  staraard  mitigation  guidelines. 

activities  or  surface  use  would  not  be  allowed  between 
February  1  and  July  31.  Tnese  oaies  orovide  protection 
for  raptors.  The  dates  ccuic  ce  moaifiea  aunna  site- 
specific  analysis  of  proposea  activities  to  accomm'ooate 
the  needs  of  indiviaual  species. 

6.  Please  see  general  response  9. 

7.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  25. 


209 


This  consultation  process  has  now  been  completed.  The 
result  was  a  finding  of  no  effect.  Letter  173  is  a  memo- 
randum from  the  USFWS  giving  that  agency's  biological 
opinion. 

The  revisions  you  rr.ention  are  induced  in  the  revised 
Coal  appendix  that  is  included  in  this  document. 
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Mr.  John  Huawuid.  Te«m  Les>3er 

Bureau  ol  Luvd  Management,  Rawlins  Dist. 

P.O.  Boi  6?0 

Rawlini,  tY   S230I 

Dear  Mr.  Husaand: 

Chevron  U.S.A.  '.nc.  commends  vou  and  your  £15  team  (or  Dreoarre  a  •ell-wntten. 
conciie.  informative  drafi  RMP/EIS  document  lor  :ne  Medicine  &o«-C;vidc  Resource 
Area.  The  !aci  t!iat  vour  area  is  such  a  significant  and  established  od  a.->d  la  producing 
region  is  reilecied  bv  the  manner  m  which  your  ^rouo,  far  the  Tiost  wiri,  rrolessionailv 
and  realistically  fliscussed  oil  and  gas  issues.  Chevron  currently  holds  oii  anc  aas  leases  on 
26,S]J  acres  in  vour  resource  area,  includint;  J.SSO  Droducins!  acres.  "Se'eiare,  there  are 
several  points  ol  concern  that  we  would  like  to  bnn^  lo  vour  attention. 

^  3  f^irst.  *e  rerjuesT  that  you  include  a  map  that  shows  which  types  ajW  w"*re  the  various 

■  seasonal   wildlile,    no  surface  occupancy  or   special  resource  orotecTi:^  !-„3Miations  are 

K  aoplicahle.    'l>  aopreciate  your  inclusion  of  the  amount  o(  total  acrcaee  4i^;ect  to  these 

S  stiDulationi,   but   a^  a   practical   matter,    these  figures  do  not  miran  — ^'jc^  'jiiess  we  can 

V  determine  exactly  where  you  are  talking  aPOut. 

s  stated  how  many  acres  would  be  Subject  to  reaioniDle  restrictions 
_   s.   yet    it   is   not   clear   whether   you   are   aoDivL-rf    -.lese   seasonal 

S    restrictions  lo  split-estate  lands  as  well  as  public  lands,     We  do  not  >ti.eve  the  BL.M  has 
the    authonry    to    apply    seasonal    restrictions    to    private    surface    acreaze    even    il    the 
minerals   are    federailv   ownea   unless    those    restrictions   are   relates   :^   -.^J■eatened   or 
k   endangered  species.   Pleese  clarify. 


2|2   Second,  on  page  !2 
jl    under   each   aitei 


is  stated  thai  five  million  acres  would  be  open  '.a 
under  Alternatives  A.  S  and  D.    However,  on  oaee  i 
are   only    (our    million  acres  of   BLM-administcred  surface  over 
How  00  you  account  tor  this  discrepancy'' 


3S    Third,  on  page  Jl 
k    Standard  stipuLaiic 

1 


--:«  subject  to 


f>jr    proposed 


Fourth,  Chevron  is  concerned  about  the  potential  designation  of  t-n 
national  natural  landmarks,  especially  the  Washaxie  Basin  beca-jse  .:  :verlies  the 
■*ashakie  3aiin  Field  KCS.  Our  concern  arises  aije  to  t!ie  (act  the  NM's  i.-e  idministerea 
bv  the  National  Park  Service.  'I'hile  the  SLM  is  directed  to  manage  '.or  —  :i::3le  uses,  the 
National  ParK  Service  is  directed  to  manage  tor  the  oreservation  cl  r-sourcei.  4e  are 
concerned  that  11  these  areas,  cspcciallY  the  i'ashakie  Basm,  are  oesipr^te^  ■--«  tradeoffs 
between  oil  and  gas  cevelopment  and  surface  protection  would  not  !a<o*-  oil  and  gas 
development.  Therefore,  we  r«uest  thai  these  areas  be  dropped  from  c=r;  side  rat  ion  as 
NNL'S  due  to  the  potential  future  conflicts  that  couid  arise  if  a  preservaLofv  .nstead  of  a 


■   EipiOfiiion    Ljno  »nd  Proaucno 
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multiple  use    mandate  was  crLvung  the  decision-maxing  process.     In  addition,  these  areas 
can  be  adequately  protected  ^-u^out  having  to  resort  to  a  NNL  designaiiot^ 


5-^  F^'-h,  *r  are  confused  about  the  language  following  the  No  Surface  Occuwmcr  Stipulation 
%  on  "page"  "72,  Part  of  the  J.rst  paragraph  of  :Mi  stipulation's  guiOance  section  states 
3   "T^eTe    will    be    no    exception,    to    this    stipulation    granted    without    a.mencment    of    th* 


O  appropriate  land  use  plan."     *^  yet.  the  beginning  ot  the  third  para=^-a:>n  unoer  th^  same 
%  s«fon  sutes:     "E^cepiioWsi  b.    the    District    Manager    to    the    SSO    stoui^tion  ^w,l!   be 
^   luOiect  to  the  %ame  test  i.sec  to  initially  justify  t"*  imposition  ol  this  n.puiation.     These 
itatements  seem  to  contradict  each  other.   Please  explain. 


"lat  exceptions  to  the 

Chevron    :>eUeves    an 

lUpuiation,  and  would 

,1  amer>omeni  process  (or 


I 

S  iht  aurtiu'i  ci|»rti!e  im  cuiiilicd  periofVKL     »>  strongly  urge  ■."»!  i^"  ^'i"  """"f 

5  procMufe   M  clarilicd  10   r^i   ihe  auinoriied  local  ollicer   is  • 

1  reaaonaiile  and  appropriate  waiver  J  ot  NSO  itipulatlotiJ. 


Furihermore,  wr  are  concerned  aix)ut  the  apove.<;uoted  stateme 
NSO  stipulation  would  recure  a  Und  use  plan  amendment, 
amendment  ol  the  plan  is  jine^euary  lor  purposes  ol  «ai»ing 
needlesilv  delay  and  constrain  ci-M  decision-maiting.  The  lorm; 
IB.S  stipulation  waiver  purpose  -Ould  be  duplicitous  and  inellicient.  since  t.he  ouOlic 
have  already  been  given  I.-*  opportunity  lo  comment  on  the^^rface 
when  the  plan  was  being  ceveiooed.     This  type  of  ''     ■""" 

,s<.QyK!ase  basis  as  to  .nether  a  NSO  restricti- 
ol  the  stipulation  s.hould  be  gr. 


'ill 

;on  measures 

ver  decision  snouid  tje  made  on  a 

s  Jiecessary,  and  iI  appropriaid,  a 

thout  complicated  amencntent  procedures. 


,    in    your   discusaion   ol    groundwater   on   page    1J2.    we    are    coocerT.M    that    the 

ment!  regarding  Fotental  causes  ol  groundwater  pollution  are  so  general  that  the, 

could™  n^esiaril,  L7m  the  puOlic     For  example,  it  is  Stated  -T^  energy  industry  ,S 

creating  potential  sources  ol  aouiler  contamination  at  a  very  rapid  pace.      Ihai  '^™"» 

,  by  -a  very  rapid  pace"'    It  would  also  be  appropriate  to  discuss  the  li.e!i.hooo  ol  pollut™ 

S  associated  w„h  the  Creation  ol  these  sources,  as  well  a,  the  past  record  ol  wneiner  a.hd  to 

S  what  e<tent   the  petroleum  jsouatry  wal  me  cause  ol  any   aduiler   pollution, 
eiampie  ol  this  same  tvpe  ol  general  statement  on  thai  page  is  "ImproMr  . 
t  is  a  common  cause  ol  printing  water  adulter  contamination  near  Jiiectii 
2  I'hat  is  meant  by  "a  comnwo  cause''    This  statement  makes  it  so««  a,  inougn  miection 
S  wells  olteniimes  cause  water  contamination,     'l/e  were  shocked  to  re»d  thil.  and  would 


6J- 


I  completion 
1  operations," 


■i'hat  is  meant  by  "a  comflido  cause'? 

wells  olteniimes  cause  water  cpntamir 

I  like  lor  you  to  justily  these  siaiements. 


7    e  Seventh,  under  Alternative.  A.  8  and  D  l.t  page,  2J2.  2!2  and  2!!.  re»ec^ely)    it    s 
/     1   stated  that  there  would  be  a  l/»  mile  wide  corridor  on  either  side  ol  the  ^*«"'  /"  »'" 

2  River,  amounting  to  no  surlace  occupancy  on  ).330  acres.    Hie  BLM'i  luit.lica  lon  lor  the 

3  use  ol  the  ,N50  limitation,  aa  stated  on  page  J9.  ,s  "to  mainta«i  the  quauly  ol  the  visual 
1  resourcea.-  However,  ih.s  severe  restriction  on  oil  and  gas  activity  ones  not  seem 
i   .us.ilied  When  only  1)  m.lesipage  12S)0|  the  SO  miles  <«ccord.ngjottj  Land  Statu,  map 

S  ol  the  North  Platte  Hiver  SSMA  border  BLM  puolic  luid..  Tfie  aL«.  control  over 
protecting  the  visual  resources  would  be  severely  limited  and  Irustrated  ,n  th..  situation. 
•  e«>ecially  since  most  ol  fvese  IS  miles  ate  in  the  "cNsckerboard  position.  It  >eem.  a. 
S   though  the  application  ol  t.he  S50  stipulation  along  the  North  Platte  would  not  >e"e  "' 

S*   purpoxt   and   would   only   enC0u(age  oil  and  ga.  operations  on   the  private   part  01   the 
Checkerboard  lands  along  the  river.     For  these  reasons  we  reduest  ttsat   Ihi.  propo^d 
■i   protective  corridor  be  deleted  Irom  the  drtlt  plan. 
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Mr.  John  Husband 


Septemtjer  18,  l"?*? 


8W  Chevron's  eighth 
2  wildlile  appendix 
^   these  paragraphs 

S   impacts  ol  oil  and  nas  ooeratic 
_    > 


9S 


:oncern   pertains    to    the    misleading   discussion   o(    oil    •"<1    «"    '"    ;";* 

oarticuiariv   ine  last  three  paraRraphs  on  paee  ■'^7.     >■•'  ^"'\^*  ',!; 

,ntain  some  senoui  errors  and  om.ss.ons  m  the  discussion  regarding    he 

-       example.  .!  11  «a(ed  that  JT-^.CGO  acres  ot  wildlife 

^  habitat  have  been  "losf  over  tN.  pas,  72  year,      ^J  ?'>'"^^;;^«  ^f^VcU'ed  ."'"""0^! 
I    that  It  5oes  not  take  into  accoijnt  whether  that  ml  and  gas  activ  tv  ^^-^'^  ^«  ,^        ,. 
8  one     month,  or  one  year.     In  aCdition,  ,t  is  misleading   lo  sav   -hat  ^^it.t   is     lost        It 
5  would    be    more    accurate    and    realistic    to    state    the    sire   o      the    sur.ace    acreage    and 
^  avoid*nce  zone  that  was  created  for  each  of  several  lengths  of 
L  montn.  one  vear.  live  vears,  ten  years,  etc.    Or. 

2  occupied    for    each    activity    csuid   be    computed 

3  reoresent  "acres 
k  ndd  up  how  many 


length 
so    that 
oil  and  cas  activity  davs"  lor  each  vear.     To  • 
:res  ol  land  were  used  (or  each  oil  and  gas  aciiv' 
each  ol  those  activities  too<.    :^erc  are  several  other  ways  that 
reworked  to  portray  a  more  accurate  picture. 


tt   of    the 

ime,  stJCh  as  one  day,  one 
lime  f'jt  the  surface  was 

would    '■jve    hzures    that 

'o  compute  this  one  could 

and  how  many  days 

s'.atement  could  be 


.Another  inaccuracy  is  in 


the  neit  to  Ian  paragraon  on  page  -77.  in  wmch  it 


^ities- 


We  also  wonder  how  you  Cete 
Drilling  started  in  the  area  ■ 
conducte- 


ined  what 


the  "^redevelopment  leveu 
as   tl:s   statement   based  ' 


a  before  this  date"" 


11Sp. 

5 


In    addition,   we   do 
paragraph  on  page 


'■ow   you  calculated    the    109,1 


77.    Please  explain 


elv  l.^ifO  r 


well 


I 


I  ted  that 

cstored. 

.oporting   fish  and 


i;  using  "the  assumption  that  as  much  as  one-ihiro  ol  the  lost  habitat 

%  antiroximately    1S6.000   acres   no    longer   provide   ^abitat   capable   of  ^-«»rt,ng   mn  ar 

sH°^^^t!;-Lr,;-r-r:l:t"'::3.:^^«:s;-^ceac;:r::;u^:b, 


used,  because  on  page  ,!.v  ..  ^  >.«.^-  '■■" '■','■       ".,      ■  ■    -„.-.*  ?t  i*  f inure 

which  amounts  to  7^J%.  have  been  reclaimed,      -s.ng  t-..i  '6,:'*.  I'e""- 
J  ap«ars  that  it  would  t«  -^ore  accurate  to  s.v  fat  3n.<-3J  acres  have  =«n  restored  and 
K  63,563  acres  of  habitat  arc  currently  bemg  used  (or  oil  and  gas  a 


ni  wildlife  were, 
wildlife   studies 


page  220  it  is  oro'ected  that  approxir 
planning  area  oyer  the  next  2',  vears,  based  on  a  oro|ected   gro* 
■     -s  also  stated  tr.at  J.&71    wells  were  criUed  from    1911 

tions  Show   that  a  0.7Z-"%   increase  (starting  *nh  3.6-1   wensj 


1  will  be  drilled  in  the 
1  rate  of  0.72516  per 
1955,     3ased  on  this 


ation,  our  compui 


frc 


98J  jnui  2005  would  result  in  J70  new 


wells,  not  ..^"iC.     How  did  yd 


:11s" 


Thank  you  for  the  consideration  ol  c 


Sincerely  yours. 


Ml. 
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m 
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I 

i 
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Responses  to  Letter  154 

1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  93. 

2.  Please  see  general  response  8. 

3.  Please  see  general  response  8. 

4.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  112. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  93. 

6.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comments  6  and  7  of  letter 

112. 

7.  It  was  not  our  intention  to  Indicate  that  NSO  would  be 

a  requirement.  In  chapter  4  of  this  document,  under 
"Effects  on  Recreation,"  the  wording  on  the  section 
about  oil  and  gas  actions  says  that  the  Wyoming  BLM 
standard  mitigation  guidelines  would  protect  recreation 
values  in  the  North  Platte  River  SRMA  {'A  miles  on  either 
side  of  the  river).  The  paragraph  goes  on  to  say  that  this 
would  prevent  conflicts  between  recreationists  and  oil 
and  gas  development  activity  in  these  areas.  The  restric- 
tion would  allow  the  BLM  to  maintain  the  quality  of  rec- 
reation along  the  North  Platte  River  that  now  exists,  yet 
it  would  allow  the  placement  of  oil  and  gas  facilities 
within  the  1/4-mile  corridor  if  it  could  be  demonstrated 
that  such  development  would  not  have  adverse  effects 
on  recreation  resources  along  the  river. 

8.  Thank  you  for  reminding  us  that  the  length  of  time  that 

an  area  is  avoided  by  big  game  can  vary.  It  might  have 
been  better  to  say  that  the  habitat  has  been  lost  or  made 
less  desirable  because  of  past  disturbance. 

9.  The  apparent  discrepancy  arises  because  many  of  the 

areas  have  been  reclaimed  with  the  use  of  plant  species 
that  provide  soil  stabilization  but  are  of  little  value  as  for- 
age for  big  game.  In  addition,  much  of  the  acreage  that 
has  been  reclaimed  is  in  field  areas  where  other  wells  are 
still  producing,  so  activity  in  the  field  continues  to  make 
habitat  less  desirable  than  undisturbed  areas.  Pf'ease 
keep  in  mind  that  this  is  an  estimate  made  with  the  use 
of  the  assumptions  on  page  477  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

10.  We  arrived  at  the  figure  you  question  by  dividing  itie  esti- 

mated acreage  disturbed  in  the  planning  area  over  20 
years  by  20  to  determine  the  average  amount  disturbed 
per  year.  (The  20-year  disturbance  figure  is  shown  near 
the  bottom  of  column  1  on  page  220  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.)  Using  the  assumption  that  twice  as  mucfi  habitat 
is  lost  or  made  less  desirable  as  is  physically  disturbed, 
we  determined  the  average  annual  amount  of  physical 
habitat  loss  and  the  amount  of  avoidance  zone  created. 
Multiplying  this  by  the  amount  of  disturbance  pcojected 
for  the  future  yielded  the  acreage  estimate  you  men- 
tioned. Please  keep  in  mind  that  this  is  an  estimate. 

11.  We  used  the  following  procedure  to  arrive  at  an  estimate 

of  1,440  new  wells  over  the  next  20  years:  (a)  multiply 
the  current  number  of  new  wells  drilled  (basea  on  the 
projected  line  on  table  0&G-AP-1— about  66  for  1986) 
by  1.00725  to  get  the  projected  numberfor  1987;  (b)  mul- 
tiply the  projected  number  for  1 987  by  1 .00725  to  get  the 
projected  number  for  1988;  (c)  multiply  the  projected 
number  for  1988  by  1.00725  to  get  the  projected  number 
for  1989;  (d)  repeat  this  process  until  you  get  to  a  pro- 
jected number  for  2005;  and  (e)  add  the  resutUof  all  of 
the  steps,  starting  with  1986. 


! 
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V*VOMI!VG     OUTDOOI^.    COUMCIL 

P.a  Bo.  1449  Ml  «Un  L»iW«.  W  82SJ0 

Septenber  17,  19S7 


Mr.  John  Husband,  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Manage. ent 

Bawlina  District 

P.  o.  Box  570 

Rawiina,  Wyoming   92301  .^ 

Subject:   Draft  Seiource  Manaienent  Plan/Envi rnn.ent.l 

iBpact  Statement  for  the  Medicine  Bou  and  Divide 


Reaource  Areas 
Dear  John : 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  cosaent  on  the 
Draft  Roaource  Manajeaent  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  th.  Medicine  Bow  and  Divide  Resource  Areas. 
These  are  important  plannini  documents,  and  1  welcome  the 
Cou"c?/°  '""""'    '°  '■•'"•  on  behalf  of  the  Wyom,n«  Outdoor 

Ih^  nrff'ii'""'"'^""  °"'  '>»"ins  fro.  an  examination  of 
the  Draft  Plan  i.  th.t  it  ti(naU  a  major  shift  toward 
commodity  production,  and  sway  from  recreational  us.  and 
habitat  improvement  for  the  enhancement  of  wildlife 
diversity  and  numbers.   We  are  .enuinely  al.rmed  by  the 
radical  chmnies  in  eaphaais  which  are  beini  projected. 

I  should  ilk 


L!V,B3TDCX  JJHAZINC 

We  note  the  expectation  that  authorijed  livestock  ir.sin. 

fST  T^t'l^S,"','"!"    *"""•"»"  "  """"d  increase  from 
101, <64  AUMa  In  the  lon«  term  to  186,940  ALMS,  a  fnure 
which  1.  I6«  above  the  current  act i v,  preference  level  .nd 
n%    above  the  five-year  aver.ie  licensed  use  level.    fh i s 
sunificsnt  increase  is  projected  at  a  time  when  rhat 
portion  of  the  sraa  under  consideration  lyinc  south  of  l-«0 
ham  Juat  experienced  a  drouth  of  once- in-a- I  1 fet Ime 
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1 


John  Kuaband 
Pale  2 

Smpt^mber  17, 


severity.      Moreover,    your   appraisal    of    the   current 
•colo«lcal    condition    of    rsnicland    in    the   Medicine    How 
Uve.tocit    fratini    ETS    area    places    33X   of    sll     the   rU,,,ri,.o 
■xireace    iti    the    "fair"    or    "poor"    catelories. 

Sinca   you   also   project    a    shrinkage    of    7,579   acres   of 
range  land    in    the   classified   acreage    total    within    the 
Medicine    Bow    grating    area,     we    .re    only    slightly    reassured    by 
the   assertion    that    "no    adjo.tments    I  In   authorised    Al'Ms  I 
would    be    made    until    adequate    data    are    acquired    through 
monitoring.         It   would    appear    that    Alternative   a 
ItJ'ISi'"""'    '    '■''■'"•="■>''     11    authorized    llv-.tnck    use    to 
145,109    AUM.l     would    be    the    more    prudent    management     plan. 


MI rillRAL.  HBSOUHCga 


1 
1 


^plo^ 


Regarding    the    withdrawal    of    l.nd    rr<^m    Mine 

and    d.velop«nt       Th,    Claa.  .  f  ic,t .  on    and    Mult, pi,.    ,  ,.    Act    r,r 
1964    required    the    Bureau    of    Land    flanaae.^-nt     m    conmul^r 
ciaaiifying    land,    for    diapoaal    and    aultiple    ^*-    ■»nage-.-nt 
Under    thia    law,     3,651.000    acre*    were    demgnatpd     in     ls6T     fi.r 
retention    and    aultiple    u.e    aanate-ent.       Now,     pr^f^rrr-d 
Alternative    D    would    revoke    thia    withdrawal     Cm     1    d4fi    ndti 
acre.       that    I. .     for    99. 9X    of    the    or.«in«l    withdraw.! !       Th , » 
i    „^I         *■    '^■"•^    "Ot    at    all    by    new    withdraw^U    rnt«ll.n* 
S,860    acre..       Thia    draatic    change    ,n    l.nd    r.«n,g...nt    pnl  mv 
would    aee.    to    fore.hadnw    .    .hift    aw,y    fro-    aulMplr    un^    «nd 
toward    aineral    exploration    .nd    nrh-r    ryp.-n    of    Und 
development.       For    practical    purpo.e,,,     thn    fr.tir.-    nr-n    i^n-ild 
now    b«    open    to    aineral    entrv. 


al     rl<- 


The  f.ct  that  all  area*  i-ith  ro 
would  now  be  avail.ble  for  lea.....  ,. 
concern  to  the  Wyoamg  Outdoor  Counoi 
adoption-of  principle,  along  the  foil 
planning   guidelines: 


>pa/.nr    pninni  inl 

Wf    r''cit««fnd 
ng     1  inrn  ,     .\k 


nrkf  ( 


(a )    At    the    preaont     t 

Juatify  the  crr-atinn  of  n^w  »iurfa.-^  ■ 
for  coal.  flefnre  further  .Jeve  1  .tpa^ni 
atpong    case    nhnuld    hr-    «nd-    ftir     im    n.> 

(bl  In  order  fo  aaki>  p-.^Bihl."  *  hiinn 
natural  rcaouii-e*  within  thes*-  f\rfn», 
developaent  of  rn.l  drprt.itu  n.-.-ur^.  n 
iLailed,     both    nn    to    niiantit>    and    aroi* 
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Jonn  Hushanri 


1 


no  1  la     nnt      tse 


idl    V'h"r^    pTrTii'",  f»(3,    coal    a>»'.  e-aprnf-nr.    shc.ul: 
in    roe  la  imanl  R    ^r»-<iK.       Sinci"    T-»rr  I  ana  i  i  nn     is 
jjofiHiijl-i    nn    a'j-r    si'fs    *«    '--•    =fd    Rim,     i'     sr. 
nr"r  1  i:df*d     in     irr^piac.'itjiP    .rriTioris     like    •,  r. 


■    Ir-aaing.       karhwr    -nan    r-ivinu    upon    nitigaLion    pr::--r  iuro- 
fi    ■  ne    uul.door    Council    i-ould    urge    aasption    of    MtRrnat: 

S'   lindpr    uhn-h    the    4CECa    tould    be    rlose/i    to    oil     ana    gas 
',  eaa  1  ng  .       lost    *•  spec  lalLy,     Lhis    prcnihiLion    sKouli    a 
k    [h»-    iand     Hills    ar«a.     -nir-n     is     :  n    -".a     spnsp     rcrU>»ao. 


FOREST   MANAGEMENT 

'"'    alsn    note    that    tne    alloi-abl-    rar'-i^st     lesF*!     fnr    ',*dt 
i-nu  Id    be     I  ncr  pasted    '^nd^r    the    prei  "rr-rt    a  L  Lc  mat  l  ■.  «*    :y    iOX. 
from    1  t^    prcni»nt     1  eve  1     ->(     12.5    m»of    per    derade    '.t    -  -    E«of  . 
rurtherinnre  ,     "timopr    would    hp    harvrs  ted    at     an    ait  re  1  erat  fd 


appr' 


-ly 


Rslifving  as  «»•  do  that  Wvomina's  .::limatw  and  soils  are  not 
i-'ell-^uited  to  ai  1  vLcul  ture,  we  fiave  little  confidence  in 
th»*  i^lan'a  aaaertion  that  "  product  i  ■.  i  ty  wouid  incr»?ase  with 
tioe  because  of  few  Karveatina  restrictions."   Ratner,  «« 
rerommend  re-cona  iderat  i  on  of  Miernative  B,  with  ;  ts 
redui:tion  of  the  har\e3t  level  to  6«obf  per  decace. 


WILDLIFE/HABITAT 

MlernaiLVi*  D  asserts  that  "•  -  .mtcnaivf  fnrpst  -lanacrocn ; 
I  --  v-liich  ue  underatano  to  mean  a  'iOX  mcrfasi-  i  r.   -KKing 
activity;  opening  up  the  ifntir--  arpa  to  minernl  l-asing;  a 
16x  incrftasi?  in  pressure  from  irazing;  .ind  a  .-on'  .nuea  ^hifl 
toward  cattle  and  away  f  rtMn  sheep,  -  I  th  .ittenden'. 
iipln-aiiwna  for  ■nirc  el '-rated  degradat  ion  of  i-i  pan  an  haoi  tat 
--  I  un  7T%  of  'he  r  r^upcrf  i  a  L  fareatland  wnulil  ;iavFrielj' 
afftft.  bii  gamf  in  r  he  ihort  term  'hmu^h  habitat 
di  it  urbanr-'  and  d  i  aplacewent  .   In  trie  lunn  i  frm  ,  r.ar:  i  -.  at 
would  be  improved  ihrn^gn  inrreasfd  age  '"lajia  ana  haoitat 


Responses  to  Letter  155 

1^     Please  see  the  response  to  comment  152  of  letter  103. 
2-     Please  see  general  response  10. 

3.  The   coal   planning    process   is   described    in   •13   CFR 

3420.1-4  and  in  the  Coal  appendix  to  this  docume'ii.  This 
process  involves  four  major  steps  to  be  used  in  icentify- 
ing  federal  coal  areas  that  are  acceotable  for  furtt-er  con- 
sideration for  leasing;  (1)  identification  of  areas  with 
development  potential  for  coal.  |2)  application  of  the 
coal  unsuitability  criteria,  (3)  multiple-use  conflict  eval- 
uation, and  (4)  surface  owner  consultation.  These  steps 
have  been  carried  out  in  sequence  for  the  review  area, 
and  the  results  are  presented  in  t.he  Coal  appe.ndix. 

4,  Areas  are  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  only  when  they 

contain  important  values  that  cannot  be  adequately  pro- 
tected by  other  means,  just  as  areas  are  not  withdrawn 
from  locatable  minerals  activities  unless  important 
values  are  present  that  cannot  be  protected  in  other 
ways.  Our  authority  to  manage  surface  disturbance  asso- 
ciated with  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  is 
sufficient  to  maintain  the  values  that  warrantea  recom- 
mendation of  ACEC  designation. 

Our  experience  with  oil  and  gas  wells  in  the  Sand  Hills 
area  and  other  areas  with  similar  soils  indicates  that  they 
can  be  successfully  reclaimed. 


Mi 
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nnn     Husband 

epi umber     I " ,     1 9fl* 


di\TSity.        The    habi'nt     ■.nlu*'     "f  *  r---     rr-Tinindrr    "I      ' 
wi.uld    d'Tline     in     '  h»>     1  ring     '.nr*." 

We    belipvi*    that     ihi-i    ^pprnarh    't  fir-'t     manng""'!'-^' 

f  unrtamenr  ally     'n    nrrir,     rjnd    will  rf-sult      in     />erniar''n 

ripbi  1  I  (at  iftn    of    hoth    h>if)it.-\t    ;ind  w,,dlir(*.       Hn,.'-- . 
strongly    oppose     it. 


Th"  ^yomin^  Duldnnr 
re-i~'insidf  r  t  hf  .1 1  r 
iiio».i'.  Shtmld  :■  iu  'i 
afS  1st     in    i-hAt  '-vr 

rd  I  ^  1  1  y  , 


Q) 
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Oeat  John  H-ossand: 


iureau  of   Lass  ' 


i^dlcinc    aou-Dlvidi 


H    |2    ,va    vouc   staff  haa   noted   in    the    "crestrv   ^.^petic: 
'    ^    '^r   tl=b«T   resources    In    Che   Sarateza  '■■alley   ;-.. 


Tjt-puC   ot    :i^er    chat    Is 
Sarata^a    '■'.niev. 


■irc^aenta.    :=3acc    St: 


.=vccordin;  Zo  >iap  i-IO  in  the  ?raf: 
ijr^B  ifea  o:  :3n»erciai  forest  l=:c  =ear  "c  1::: 
Pacific  Caro,  ( forreriv  iduarfl  nir.es  L-,^«t  at  Vv* 
-lac vested  t  i:^er  In  char  area  Se:;re .  S'rwever  :^ 
haul  distances  one  sale  in  the  .^rea  -.as  :een  rv— ;■ 
an  ease=Enc  ^ould  be  obtained  to  riaui  Iscs  off  :~.i 
the   potential   for   this    con^anv    ts   -uy   ti=aer   tr.er< 

In  contrast  :a  the  Shirley  Mountais  area  b«l=K  ii : 
Prosoect  Mouitaln  area.  Accorcir.?  to  yo'jr  i=-.-er:: 
hlgn  rist  ciiaer  iiortallcw  sitiiatisn.  7>,e  over*.. 
be    iiLproved    i:id    Che    local   aconocv's   wsuli   beneftt 


ley   riountains-      ^.^.itana 
date  of   p'jrcr.asei      •  15 
to    loni;   lin-econcTii^j J. 

south  side   of   tr.is    i^ea. 

would   be    ='.Jcn    ietTjr. 


tisSer  har-.-cst~; 


Manv   anti-proEcess    special    interest    ?rs'.os    t>-.a 

ire   aaair.st    tizSer   r.ar^-s 

tlJi? 

■-Quid   lead  teo^ie    to  believe    tr^at    aa   area  is    r 

-iiered   ■Aseieas   a:ter  a   :: 

xi«r 

..die   has    seur.    tr.itiated   on    a  :art    =:    :.-.e    :3res 

.    ..imslar.a   Pacifi;    — tt. 

:elU 

If.  keepinc    t.-.e    rarest  worltinc    .■;r   a.i   ;ce=le. 

::    -.^sz  a   rew.     Tiraer   ?a 

es   do 

not  exclude    Ttr-,er    forest    relates   act-.v-, ties,    : 

-V    late    the    :=rest    a      ti. 
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jcjiospnerc   t3  etijoy- 

rhante  you  fsr  Che  opportunitv   co  isaseint- 

Sincerelv. 

'■^(i*t-t  '^.  ^SuZZ^ 

David    F.    Slater 

Resource    ."jnaser.    Louisiana    Paclfl:    Corp. 
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Response  to  Letter  156 

1.  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EiS 
and  send  us  your  comments.  Since  Prospect  Mountain 
is  a  WSA,  please  see  general  response  1. 
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Mr.  Richard  Bascin,  District  Manager 
Septembi^r  17,  1987 
Page  2 
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wheciier  split  estate  lands  will  be  included.   We  astc  that 
clarification  be  given  concerning  this  particular  sifja- 
tion.   We  AsK    that  BLM  be  aware  of  t.^e  potential  contpii- 
cacions  m  attempting  to  attach  special  stipulations  to 
privately  ovned  surface  lands.   '-'hile  c-iis  situation 
represents  a  cocplex  and  sensitive  issue,  it  appears  that 
legal  precedents  and  current  requlations  recognise  the 
rights  or  private  landowners  to  exercise  control  over 
their  surface.   Wc  recomaend  tnis  perspective  be  empha- 
sized m  the  plan  relative  to  spilt  estate  lands. 

Another  concern  relates  to  the  proposed  Washatcie  3aein 
.National  Natural  Landaar*.   The  ZZIS   stated  that  the  area 
would  be  enhanced  by  designating  it  a  National  Landmark, 
thus  ensuring  that  natural  history  values  would  be  consid- 
ered during  the  review  of  any  proposed  surface  disturbing 
activities.   We  do  not  feel  this  policy  is  warranted, 
especially  coniidering  the  fact  that  oil  and  gas  opera- 
tions can  coexist  with  areas  possessing  sensitive  values. 
This  is  accomplished  by  a  thorougn  environmental  analysis 
by  BL«  resource  specialists  once  an  applicant  files  a 
permit  request.   ay  uimg  this  procedure  to  analyze 
lapacts  and  detename  autigatmg  aeasures,  resource  values 
of  areas  such  as  those  found  m  the  WasuaXie  Basin  can 
be  protected  wnile  still  allowing  aultiple  uses.   Since 
a  portion  of  the  area  that  would  be  designated  a  National 
Landmark  contains  Jtnown  potential  for  oil  and  gas,  we 
request  the  area  not  be  designated  a  National  Landmar)t 
and  remain  open  to  multiple  use  aajiaged  by  the  BUi. 

The  DEIS  also  includes  areas  that  are  under  consideration 
as  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern  (ACEC).   The 
DEIS  indicates  that  the  proposed  ACZC's  will  be  managed  m 
accordance  with  standard  protection  requirements.   However, 
we  are  concerr.ed  that  these  particular  requirements  could 
include  all  possible  stipulations.   If  strictly  applied 
these  stipulations  could  preclude  all  oil  and  gas  activ- 
ities.  It  IS  difficult  to  determine  under  what  constraints 
oil  and  gas  wiii  pe  allowed  m  these  areas  based  on  informa- 
tion included  ;n  the  DEIS.   it  is  recommended  that  BLM 
provide  nucft  acre  specific  information  as  to  how  these 
areas  will  be  aanaged  relative  to  oil  and  gas  activities. 

Another  area  that  appears  to  be  extremely  proOlenatic  m 
unplementation  of  this  plan  is  tne  provision  that  all 
exceptions  to  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  can  only 
be  made  through  a  land  use  plan  aaenoment.   The  language 
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Mr.  Richard  aastm,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
130O  3rd  Street 
P.  Q.  Box  670 
Rawlins.  'rfY   S2301 

File;   NWA-543-Q31 

Dear  Mr.  Bastm: 

Medicine  Bow/pivide  Resource  Management  Plan 

Amoco  Production  Company,  a  wrioUy  owneo  sunsidiarv-  of 
Amoco  Corporation,  is  incorporated  for  ■l.'.s   purpose"  of 
exploring  for  and  developing  oil  and  =35  resources   We 
have  botn  operations  and  leasehold  wizr.ir.   the  boundaries 
of  the  Medicine  Sow/Divide  .Resource  area,  and  as  a  result 
have  great  interest  in  the  subject  draft  -anagement  plan 
?D£:s.   Amoco  appreciates  tne  ooportunirv  zo  comment  on 
the  document. 

In  general  terms  we  believe  the  plan  does  adequately  pro- 
vide the  public  with  information  pertinent  en  how  t^he  3LM 
will  manage  the  resource  area.   However,  there  are  several 
Items  which  both  require  comments  from  Azioco  or  clarifica- 
tion from  the  BLM-   One  of  these  concerns  deals  with  the 
information  where  lands  are  subject  to  seasonal  restric- 
tions and  surface  disturOance  restrictio.-.s .   it  would  be 
1  5  very  helpful  if  a  map  could  be  deveiopeg  tT-at  would  mdi- 

■  cate  these  areas.   By  providing  t.he  macs,  ^serators/lessees 
k  would  be  in  a  better  position  to  assess  r.:w  their  indivi- 

S^  dual  proposals  would  be  affected  by  the  restrictions.   In 
this  way.  operators/lessees  could  work  r-,ore  effectively 
■1  with  the  3LM  in  planning  proposed  gperaticns. 

O  Jl  Another  primary  concern  is  the  inanagement  :;raposai  that 
^  ■  1.4  million  acres  or  23  percent  of  the  lecerai  mineral 
jj  estate  be  suo^ect  to  seasonal  stipulatic,".3 .   it  j.s  diffi- 
J  cult  to  determine  in  reading  the  plan  w.-.et.-.er  or  not  these 

■  special  stipulations  will  apply  only  to  p-.islic  lands  or 
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Mr.  Richard  5ast;n,  District  Manager 
September  17,  198  7 
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of  this  proposal  differs  from  the  -optional  guidelines 
issued  by  the  'i^ominq  State  SLM  office.   According  to 
state  office  guidelines,  a   NSO  stipulation  may  be  waived 
either  by  the  State  Director  or  thrcugn  a  land  use  plan 
-iinenclment.   If  the  option  to  implement  d  land  use  plan 
■amendment  :s  used,  it  could  deidy  ana  unnecessarily  con- 
jtram  the  2L«  decision  mamng  process.   We  celieve  the 
local  BLM  district  level  -anagers  r.ave  the  necessary 
expertise  to  recomaend  waiv-rs  to  the  State  Director. 
This  would  allow  flexioility  m  decision  mamng  and  not 
constrain  proposals  by  applicants.   :t  is  our  recoaunenda- 
tion,  therefore,  tr.at  tne  plan  include  SLM's  intention 
to  recomoena  no  surface  ccc:-.;pancy  waivers  to  the  state 
Director  based  upon  a  review  cy  Resource  Area  or  District 
level  management. 


ve  C 


Amoco  endorses  adoption  of  aiternat 
-alternative  --iizji   some  =oai  fications  .   -r 
BLM  modified  tr.is  alternative  by  prcpos 
sonabie,  seasonal  constrair.ts  on  tne  :. 
cf  KCS   lands  not  constramea  for  specif 
alternative  would  provide  T.ore  daeq-,:ate 
direction  and  =itigat;cn  .•measures  izr   3< 
'-ithin  the  p.annmg  area,  -.^s  stated  :n 
resource  area  contains  millions  of  acres 
aoie  and  perspective  oil  ana  gas  acreaae 
that  this  potential  receive  a  high  prior 
formulation  of  land  management  planning 
IS  important  that  management  philcsopny 
Resource  Area  reflect  tne  importance  tha 
resource  development  has  playea  m  this  ; 
It  is  our  belief  that  BUM  can  i-piement 
i^anagement  pol icy  tnat  reflects  saf eguari 
resource  values  wnila.  at  t.he  same 
and  gas  activities. 


Thantc  you  for  considering  our  comments  no  this  pla 
Very  truly  yours. 
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Responses  to  Letter  159 

1.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  93. 

2.  Please  see  general  response  8. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  112. 

4.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comments  2  and  3  of  letter 

93  and  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  112. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  93. 

6.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  93. 
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if,-    Pin-  i-i 
on.    ;i£      O-Cj 


Jonn  Husoana.  PMP  Ttam  lesaer 
Suresu  at    Lina   Management 
P.O.  3o>;  6~i:. 
Rawi  ina.  -'i-   82301 

Sir: 


aouae  it  at 


-e  hootf  we  ar-e  not  too  'ate  to  have  our  oo  i  n  i  on  count  en  -.n, 
Bureau  at    Lana  Management  a  propoaao  tor  wiloerneas  ir 
^outneaatern  Wyoming,  an  area  we  are  intimately  acquamtea 
with,  navjng  hiking  the  Sncrwv  Ranae  of  the  Meaiclne  Bow^  im 
flanea  the  Platte,  imong  ather  things.   »>  unaeratana  ;nac 
trie  hln   hia   proposea  a  paltry  1  .  U5  acrea  of  wilaerneaa   n 
■-he  Prospect  Mountain  area  out  at    all  ita  areaa  in  int 
region  aeemea  suitaDle  for  wl laerneaa  ae3)gnation. 

This  la  typical  of  the  BL.1.  wfi  1  cD  la  glued  almost 
inextrlcaDly  with  the  grating,  tlmoerlng.  arllllna  looeiea 
ina   haa  sucn  a  myopic,  tunnel  ^laion  ■yai 
a  1  I  coats"  pn 1 losopny . 

-■^3  forward  thinking  Americana  ana  frequent  visUora  to 
Wvomlng  ana  the  wi  |  aerr.eases  of  the  RocKiea  we  support 
wilaerneaa  oeaignacion  for  all  tnree  HM   wilaernesa  atuov 
areaa  .-  Encartomen  :  .Rl  ver  Canyon  .  Prospect  Mountal  n  .  ana 
Bennett  .lountaina.   In  its  Q^n    stualea  the  3LM  acnlta  tnat 
Encampment  Canyon  haa  outatanaing  opportunities  for 
primitive  ana  uncontlnea  recreation  ana  that  aennecc 
Mountains  'conveys  a  feillng  of  unciutterea  open  apace, 
isolation,  ana  peacef  u  1  ness- '   Ve  mlgnt  note  that  over  'J" 
percent  of  3Ui  I  anas  in  tne  area  are  alreaav  roaaea  to  oeath 
ana  the  importance  of  the  few  roaaleaa  areaa  left  la  thua 
I  ncreaseo  imieaauraol  y  , 

Having  hiked.  Qackpackea.  ana  f l shea  over  quite  a  bit  ot  the 
RocKlea  ana  the  Eaat .  we  tnow  now  important  unspoileo 
wiiaerneaa  :a  tor  people  trying  to  escape  the  concrete 
jungle  ana  tfie  clutter  of  their  mlnaa.   We  r^u^z    preserve 
What  little  Is  left  at  ail  costa.   I;  wou i a  ce  more  than  a 
shame.  It  woula  oe  a  crirtie.  if  the  3L.1  faiiec  to  reconsiaer 
ana  recormena  all  three  ct  these  oeautliui  areas  for 
wliaerness  aesignatlon. 


open  the  en 


We  also  oppose  3LM  plana 

3ow-01vlae  .Resource  Area  to  oil  ano  gaa  aevei  opmerit . 

3LH.  aa  an  unaoaanealy  pro-oeve lopment  agency,  untortu 
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A    ghaa  a  Diaa  towara  oil  ana  gaa  acveicpnent.  to  :he  :ie:r.r.e- 
3  cf  wlloerneaa  ana  primitive  recreation  values,   ?  ^sae 
■  reconsloer  here  aa  we  I  i  . 


Response  to  Letter  161 

1.  Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments.  Also  please  see  general 
response  1. 
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r'esource  Arg«5 


3«ar  Mr .    Odan  i 


'tec  coapictj^q   Uirea    ptt9«s  <si   <zam 
\   be  nore   coocis«:      A   guc&   snorteacd  ( 


Jits   on   tou   ?iAn    I  have  decided   i 
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I   stronqiy   recoaa^id   ui»  adoption   at  Aitem*civ*  ■•9".      Sine* 
Mi,«s  and   qr»xijiq  costs  cost   U^«   Luptyw   »«   than   feax   rectlved, 
wtiy  not  «LniHize   sucn   aces? 

Majtj.au.x«   ixiccMM   and   iDiaixw   eapendituresi      .So  *nere    in   th«   tftre« 
vtsluaes  did   I   aocice   *jiy  ecan<a«a,c   «ji«iy»M  of    cne  concc»pi«ced 
actions.      TO   MULais*   ukom  and   Usereey  reduce   ui«   natlcnai   debt 
Kay    I    suqqe«t! 

I.      Increasiiii)   all   possible   cnanjea,      jom   oj^i-pies  arei 
\.      Annuai   recrftationai   !•*».    ;;eAt*st   £or  ATV' s  and 

lease   fot  fiiKers. 
a.      SuJMtanciai   £e«s   for   aicr^rave   sites,    garbage  diiapi, 
utility   riqrts-af-ways,    i-Tcuduiq  cnarges   to  Coops, 
rajiqe   xmprov*amnts  etc.      Jist   cc«   exaapla   in   mis 
category  -  can   you   ecocioaicaliy    ]ustiiy   2,4,d  applica- 
eiona   to   saqecrusn  wnen   grajtiag  fees  do  not  nearly 
covwr   otnec   >anaq«BFAt  costs? 
:.      :£    possiijle   ijjcrease   fees   for  "TiAtd   rocJP  atninq   eji- 
piotatiQo   permits  *ad   require  all    land   be   properly 
reclaimed. 
D.      Train   ail   ««ployees   in   U"   eaiorcenent  and  deputize 
Uiea.      This  would  enable   t.--B   aL*i   to  collect   K>r4   o£ 
tAe   lees   tad  reduce    vandalism. 


To   uniaiie   espenditorea   I   i 


uld   suggest I 


aediicing  ow^mead  co««.  Prrmtoly  «\*  eH»inatla»  oi 
seasonal  e»ploy»ent.  Hore  coetractuig  of  »orK,  even 
eliuiuicia?    joAs   oy   attricun. 

More  controlled  oums  to  prevent  costly  wildfire  sup- 
presaion,  Allcw  lirea  to  "sum  out"  wnerever  the  re- 
sources  are  a£    lov  value. 


Response  to  Letter  169 

1.  Although  many  of  your  suggestions  are  beyond  the  scope 
of  the  RMPand  belong  more  in  the  policy  tier  of  our  plan- 
ning system,  they  are  well  received.  The  BLM  strives  for 
cost-effectiveness  in  managing  the  public  lands  and 
resources.  We  hope  the  prooosed  plan  addresses  many 
of  your  concerns,  incluaing  fire  suppression  designa- 
tions and  erosion  control  measures. 
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^dAtttedly  Congress,    by  sattiaq   fees,   does  covplicau 
proper   tumageBent. 


rinally  a   plea   for  nore  attent: 
and   subsequent   MKjlAenEaciixi   oj 


.ai  to  redijc*Jiq  erosion 
«JC   reservoirs.      Range- 
land   la   reapwsioie   ior   JJ   percent  of    «ll   U.S.    soil 
lossesi      and   aore   tftan   i   ssillicn   acre   feet  of    i«diii»nt 
Mttlas  annually   ut   reiervoirs,    r«}ucinq  water   storage   by 
the   saoe   voiu»e.      Tfte  water   t.--it  cartfiot   w   stored   because 
of    lowered   reserroir  capacity  5-je   ^   silting   could   irri- 
gate  250,000   acres  of   aUaiia   m   -^-i*  dry  are**   of   -astern 


I   do  Appreciate   being   asSad  for  ay   recocvKnt 
sincerely, 


,klL 


''Lliiatf  f.    Brenaeoan 
c.eBber  f^awllns  Cistrict 


•?rom  Fdqes   422  ■    424   of   "Soils: 
15th  addition)    by  Dcnanu«,   >'^ller 
Enqievood  Jliifs,    !IJ      07632 


^  -ntroe-jcti: 


rrcfttlce-Kall   : 
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ITtie   qriqirtsl   oE    iMs   nindvtieten    :«ii*r    iid   not    (fptodjce   weU;    ther^tot' 
nai   Deen   typed    ''(rMCLi    (or   Oetcvc    ;*«4«5i  1 1:'/ .  . 


Mr.    iMn  HatPand 
nnP   T«aa   Leader 

P.O.    3oi    S70 
nawUns.    wy      IIIZX 


3«af    i^T.     ^jsoaral: 
4     V    :    IX   writing    t3    ^oa    regaciJinq    wi  i;»rnt«i    l.ii-jnit  i^n    i 


utnern   ^yoaing   t^  ae   truly    3e*'.ii. ;;  _  ,- 


-SA's    ;.T   S-S. 


==en    spaces    af 


-nlortunately   cr^e   VJ^  ".jj   often   sn>«*a    i   2idi   s^wicis    rattla   araiing    ma 
^j-necai   -iitractian,    -itnout   mueti    7»=a:-   -.a  otnet    .«•   ;£    t:^e    LiM,    saen   m 
^lidliJa   and    Ilara   ^rotecttan,    ■at«:i--*i   -sana^Beeic    '.:    -ildetnesa.       :    -sactil/ 
ricaspend    i.-.at    l.t   addition   ta   Ptonoer-.   "-.n.    yij    :?-3™end    f:c    -ilderi^as 
;nca.iiDoent   Sivet    lair/on  wsA  and   iennett   "-s   WSA.      T-^ae    3    ireaa    tsgetr-c   w^uld 
r3-»ri3*   a   ai.niisc-j.e   part    3f   3:ji   -,::.=  ;:vis   3.n   S2  Myjeing. 

:    iLSo    :rqe   you   tu   -Tft    v*ry   -larS   t;    :;;tBCC    -."r.i   --.^   >aeci    -esc    ai    'i-n-.i. 
■f3j   need   a   ooUry   '.~mt   invcn   savs:      '^Vi    pconisit-d   *tCBOt   •net*    j.l;--^. 
T^e    lied    :«8eCt    u    a   ::arveLoua   place    .»;t;-a   '.i   ;■   iieaarsyed    ar   ::st«c:ied.       :t 
igency   t3   iocide.      ?:ease   s^rept   rr/   --.irus    (at    any   «ot»   yoj   .io 


^   ta   protec 
Sinceiely 


al    li 


/s/    -abciel   :insL;    :si5nedl 
942S   N.    Sfitn   Ave 
Glendale,    Ai      35302 
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Response  to  Letter  171 

1.  Thank  you  fortaking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  send  us  your  comments.  Also  please  see  general 
response  1. 


173A 


tfi3t»--\-l  UMi  itu  5TATES 

[\^^^/j  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE   INTERIOR 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 


ice"i?nt 


f^'sn    in-]  HI  1  51 1*.   j 


jtat*  Cii'e^'cr 


SCate   Crf^ci.    =L".    Ch«y-.n-. 


'""^    f^;:^!,;:i!r""'-  """=  -""  -—•  "^^^-  — - 


lii  ;: 


i;---   ;t>.-i:ivi':e   fiescurTs   ^^naa-n»n-    s-,. 

=ureiu    ;f    :.ina    -aniseT-!- 

-,    ^~''.'ZV'Zt^,:ZJ^':l'^V'    '"   '^"*  -^lie;! 

-3t5;„in,    issues. 

-"1.    -^    -,..r:_r   .iitn    vcur     :9^ir-Hinati--    -• 

-      -.cwfl,-^.    .^   ,«3ula    itH-    -5   ;::rnnwnT    ;-   -. 

■«   ->cte    '.-at    [.-.   .-i-p-ce:; 
aDaMcac;cns   in   a   -las— s 

■  <:s-'.i    r-i;3r53    :;    Ba  1  3    saales,    &erei---- 

"^*="^'  =  '*    *-=   -=!'inc« 

"'--."   :i«#-iT.-s   ,^,n    ac-.'v-lv   curium--"- 

_'S    !^=...I   -^   raD-  =  r-5.-3T,i    ac;-,r---: 

''-ic--:s5    r:r    iic^;/-Z-. 

..                   "^Siar;-    J»3Cr-     '«.     i.      ''.us;!;!-,; 

=  ^'"'""*^      (f. ;■;,,.--.,,    : 

^ic:: 

'■    -"fsar-:-    "--niai-^n 

173B 


l-ne  4ij':      aeminoe   fleaervo 
Saofl5:5-!«  fleservoir    -^jr    . 


:i5i:  =  v»r-3 


SOOlirit-on    of    WvOdiiria     --a-. 


i 
i 

1 


i^c.::3j-—:,r%;:— ;:-::--:;- 


Ct:      FKS.    --«-iiiJO.    H.l„.   ..J.    ^i„.      ^ 


'="!'   iEf^,l,DIV*e:.JEyr!l/:/37i 


Response  to  Letter  173 

1.  Thank  you  fortaking  the  time  to  review  the  draft  RMP  EIS 
and  send  us  your  professional  determination  that  there 
would  be  no  effect  on  listed  species.  We  also  appreciate 
the  information  on  Wyoming  toads  and  the  rare  plants 
in  the  area. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This  appendix  summarizes  the  final  federal  coal 
management  decisions  for  the  planning  area.  The 
process  used  to  arrive  at  these  decisions  is  briefly 
explained.  This  summary  is  intended  to  help  the 
public  to  understand  the  federal  coal  manage- 
ment program  as  it  applies  to  the  planning  area 
and  to  show  the  requirements  that  must  be  met 
under43  CFR  3400.  These  planning  decisions  will 
guide  the  development  of  the  federal  coal 
resource  in  this  area  during  the  remainder  of  the 
1980s  and  afterward. 

To  implement  competitive  coal  leasing  under 
regulations  contained  in  43  CFR  3420,  on 
Novembers,  1979,  the  BLfvl  established  a  number 
of  federal  coal  production  regions,  including  the 
the  Green  River-Hams  Fork  Region.  That  coal  re- 
gion includes  the  following  counties:  in  Wyoming, 
Albany,  Carbon,  Lincoln,  Sublette,  Sweetwater! 
and  Uinta;  in  Colorado,  Grand,  Jackson,  Moffatt! 
Rio  Blanco,  and  Routt.  It  was  estimated  that  the 
coal  production  region  contained  sufficient  fed- 
eral coal  deposits  to  justify  offering  coal  leases 
through  the  competitive  leasing  process  set  out 
in  43  CFR  3420.3  through  3420.6.  Much  of  the  plan- 
ning area  is  within  this  coal  region. 

During  its  October  9,  1987,  meeting  in  Denver, 
the  Green  River-Hams  Fork  Regional  Coal  Team 
discussed  the  proposal  to  operate  in  a  lease-by- 
application  mode.  As  a  result  of  that  meeting,  the 
regional  coal  team  decided  to  offer  an  additional 
opportunity  for  public  comment,  with  the  com- 
ments received  to  be  considered  and  responded 
to  before  the  director  of  the  ELM  makes  a  final 
decision  on  the  subject. 

A  decision  document  on  lease-by-application 
was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  oi  December 
28,  1987,  along  with  a  request  for  public  com- 
ments. Two  comments  were  received,  both  of 
which  supported  leasing-by-application  in  the 
Green  River-Hams  Fork  Region.  Therefore,  since 
there  is  limited  industry  interest  in  additional 
tracts  of  federal  coal  in  this  region,  coal  leasing 
in  the  counties  listed  above  will  be  handled  on  a 
lease-by-application  basis  under  43  CFR  3425. 
(The  governors  of  Colorado  and  Wyoming  concur 
in  the  recommendation.)  The  regional  coal  team 
will  continue  to  be  involved  in  the  lease-by- 
application  process  as  described  in  section  6c  of 
its  charter. 

It  is  expected  that  this  action  will  result  in  sub- 
stantial savings  in  administrative  costs  to  the  fed- 
eral government  and  the  states  of  Colorado  and 
Wyoming  while  a  responsive  leasing  process  is 
retained  for  the  coal  industry. 


Whether  coal  is  leased  through  leasing-by- 
application,  activity  planning,  coal  lease  ex- 
changes, or  preference  right  lease  applications 
(PRLAs),  decisions  to  lease  must  be  made  within 
the  area  identified  in  this  document  as  available 
for  further  consideration  for  coal  leasing. 

The  objectives  in  managing  the  federal  coal 
resource  in  this  planning  area  are  (a)  to  provide 
for  both  short-  and  long-range  development  of 
federal  coal  in  an  orderly  and  timely  manner,  con- 
sistent with  the  new  federal  coal  management  pro- 
gram, policies,  environmental  integrity,  national 
energy  needs,  and  related  demands;  (b)  to  iden- 
tify federal  coal  that  is  acceptable  for  further  con- 
sideration for  leasing;  and  (c)  to  identify  appropri- 
ate mitigation  for  sensitive  areas.  This  RfvlP/EIS 
provides  an  analysis  that  can  be  used  in  consid- 
ering areas  for  new  federal  coal  leasing  and  pro- 
posals for  lease  modifications,  emergency  leases, 
and  exchanges. 


REQUIREMENTS  AND 
MITIGATION 


Introduction 

Lessees  would  be  required  to  develop  their  fed- 
eral leases  in  compliance  with  applicable  federal, 
state,  and  local  laws  and  regulations.  These 
would  be  considered  in-piace  constraints  on  a  les- 
see's activities. 

All  areas  identified  in  this  document  as  accept- 
able for  further  consideration  for  coal  leasing  are 
subject  to  the  following  mitigation  requirements: 


Cultural  Resources 


Before  undertaking  any  activities  that  may  disturb  the  sur- 
face of  the  leased  lands,  tne  lessee  snail  conduct  a  cul- 
tural resource  intensive*  eid  inventor/  in  a  manner  spec- 
ified by  the  authorized  crf.'cer  of  BLM  on  portions  of  the 
mine  plan  area  and  adjacent  areas,  or  exploration  plan 
area,  that  may  be  adversely  affected  by  lease-related 
activities  and  which  were  not  previously  inventonea  at 
such  a  level  of  intensity.  The  inventory  shall  be  con- 
ducted by  a  qualified  professional  cultural  resource  spe- 
cialist (i.e.,  archaeologist,  historian,  or  historical  arcni- 
tect,  as  appropriate)  approvea  by  the  Authorizea  Officer 
of  the  surface  managing  agency  iBLM  if  the  surface  is 
privately  owned),  ana  a  -eoon  of  the  inventorv  a.-c  rec- 
ommendations for  protecting  any  cultural  resources 
identified  snail  be  submittea  to  the  Regional  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  lOSMl  and  the  Autnonzed 
Officer  of  BL.'vl  (or  only  to  tne  authorized  officer  of  8LM 
if  activities  are  associatec  with  coal  exploration  outs'de 
an  approvea  mining  pei— ,it  areai.  :o  protect  cultural 
resources  on  tne  leaseo  .ana.  The  lesseeshall  uncertaKe 
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measures,  in  accordance  with  instructions  from  the 
Regional  Director  or  Authorized  Officer  to  protect  cul- 
tural resources  on  the  leased  land.  The  lessee  shall  not 
commence  the  surface-disturbing  activities  until  permis- 
sion to  proceed  is  given  by  the  Regional  Director  or 
Authorized  Officer. 

b.  The  lessee  shall  protect  all  known  cultural  resource  prop- 

erties within  the  lease  area  from  lease  related  activities 
until  the  cultural  resource  mitigation  measures  can  be 
implemented  as  part  of  an  approved  mining  and  reclama- 
tion plan  or  exploration  plan. 

c.  The  cost  of  conducting  the  inventorY,  preparing  reports, 

and  carrying  out  mitigation  measures  shall  be  borne  by 
the  lessee. 

d.  If  cultural  resources  are  discovered  during  operations 

under  a  lease,  the  lessee  shall  immediately  bring  them 
to  the  attention  of  the  Regional  Director  or  authorized 
officer,  or  the  authorized  officer  of  the  surface  managing 
agency  if  the  Regional  Director  is  not  available.  The  les- 
see shall  not  disturb  such  resources  except  as  may  be 
subsequently  authorized  by  the  Regional  Director  or 
authorized  officer.  Within  two  (2)  working  days  of  noti- 
fication, the  Regional  Director  or  authorized  officer  will 
evaluate  or  have  evaluated  any  cultural  resources  discov- 
ered and  will  determine  if  any  action  may  be  required  to 
protect  or  preserve  such  discoveries.  The  cost  of  data 
recovery  for  cultural  resources  discovered  during  lease 
operations  shall  be  borne  by  the  surface  managing 
agency  unless  otherwise  specified  by  the  Authorized  Offi- 
cer of  BLM  or  of  the  surface  managing  agency  (if  differ- 
ent). 

e.  All  cultural  resources  shall  remain  under  the  jurisdiction 

of  the  United  States  until  ownership  is  determined  under 
applicable  law. 


Paleontological  Resources 

if  paleontological  resources,  either  large  and  conspicuous 
and/or  of  significant  value  are  discovered  during  construc- 
tion, the  find  will  be  reported  to  the  authorized  officer  imme- 
diately. Construction  will  be  suspended  within  250  feet  of  said 
find.  An  evaluation  of  the  paleontological  discovery  will  be 
made  by  a  BLM-approved  professional  paleontologist  within 
five  (5)  working  days,  weather  permitting,  to  determine  the 
appropriate  action(s)  to  prevent  the  potential  loss  of  any  sig- 
nificant paleontological  value.  Operations  within  250  feet  of 
such  discovery  will  not  be  resumed  until  written  authorization 
to  proceed  is  issued  by  the  authorized  officer.  The  lessee  will 
bear  the  cost  of  any  required  paleontological  appraisals,  sur- 
face collection  of  fossils,  or  salvage  of  any  large  conspicuous 
fossils  of  significant  scientific  interest  discovered  during  the 
operations. 


Black-footed  Ferret  Habitat 


The  lessee  will  be  required  to  monitor  and  inventory  the 
lease  area  for  establishment  of  potential  black-footed  ferret 
habitat  (i.e.  prairie  dog  towns)  and,  if  any  such  habitat  is 
found,  to  conduct  ferret  inventories,  all  in  accordance  with 
the  guidelines  below,  in  the  event  that  ferret  occurrence  is 
identified,  the  lessee  shall  notify  the  BLM  and  USFWS  and 
will  be  required  to  adhere  to  any  modifications  in  the  mining 
operation  provided  by  the  USFWS  and  the  BLM  to  protect  the 
endangered  species. 


The  following  Black-Footed  Ferret  Inventory  Guidelines 
will  be  followed.  Proposed  developments  such  as  coal  lease 
lands,  power  plant  sites,  well  fields,  dam  sites,  anc  facilities 
relating  to  these  developments  should  be  surveyeo  for  prairie 
dogs  before  the  project  is  approved.  If  prairie  dogs  are  found 
on  the  proposed  site,  colonies  should  be  mappec  on  topo- 
graphic maps  and  each  colony  surveyed  using  recommended 
USFWS  Black-Footed  Ferret  Survey  Procecures.  Ferret 
searches  should  be  scheduled  as  close  to  actual  construction 
as  possible  and  not  more  than  1  year  prior  to  oisiurcance  to 
minimize  the  possibility  of  missing  ferrets  that  mignt  move 
onto  the  area  during  the  period  between  completion  of  sur- 
veys and  the  start  of  construction.  Where  project  disturbance 
takes  place  over  a  long  period  of  time,  such  as  on  a  coal  site, 
additional  surveys  or  baseline  studies  for  black-footea  ferrets 
are  recommended.  Results  of  these  surveys  will  be  submitted 
to  the  BLM  and  USFWS  for  review  and  clearance.  In  addition, 
any  burrowing  owl  nests  will  be  noted  and  reponea  to  BLM 
and  USFWS, 


THE  COAL  PLANNING 
PROCESS 


Introduction 

The  federal  coal  management  program  estab- 
lished four  major  steps  to  be  used  in  the  identifi- 
cation of  federal  coal  areas  that  are  acceptable  for 
coal  development:  (1)  identification  of  coal  devel- 
opment potential,  including  a  call  for  coal 
resource  information  (43  CFR  3420.1-2);  (2)  appli- 
cation of  the  coal  unsuitability  criteria;  (3) 
multiple-use  conflict  evaluation;  and  (4)  surface 
owner  consultation.  Collectively,  these  steps, 
which  are  called  the  "coal  screening  process"  (43 
CFR  3420.1-4),  are  applied  in  sequence  to  the  re- 
view area. 

The  four  major  steps  and  how  they  were  applied 
to  the  review  area  are  described  in  the  following 
sections. 


Step  1:    Identification  of 
Development  Potential  Coal 

in  step  1 ,  areas  of  coal  with  potential  for  devel- 
opment are  identified  with  the  use  of  government 
drill  hole  data,  data  collected  through  exploration 
licenses,  geological  and  economic  data  submit- 
ted by  coal  companies,  and  interpretations  of 
available  geological  data  from  various  other 
sources.  Expressions  of  interest  from  the  coal 
industry  also  are  used  to  guide  this  identification 
process.  Expressions  of  interest  were  received  for 
the  Atlantic  Rim,  Indian  Springs.  North  Indian 
Springs,  Wild  Horse  Draw,  and  Red  Rim  areas. 
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When  this  screening  step  is  applied,  areas  with- 
out development  potential  coal  and  areas  with  no 
known  interest  in  development  are  excluded  from 
further  consideration.  The  areas  found  to  have 
development  potential  are  closer  to  existing  trans- 
portation and/or  contain  better  quality  coal  than 
the  areas  excluded  from  further  consideration. 

Table  COAL-AP-1  presents  coal  quality  and 
quantity  data  on  all  areas  in  the  planning  area  that 
were  determined  to  have  coal  with  development 
potential.  These  areas  are  shown  on  map  28  in 
chapter  2. 

The  Atlantic  Rim,  China  Butte,  and  Red  Rim 
areas  have  potential  for  surface  mining  only  (see 
maps  48,  49,  and  50).  The  Indian  Springs  and 


North  Indian  Springs  areas  have  potential  only  for 
in  situ  development  of  coal  resources  (see  maps 
51  and  52).  There  is  potential  for  both  surface  and 
subsurface  mining  in  the  Hanna  Basin  area.  The 
Hanna  Basin  area  contains  coal  with  development 
potential  for  surface  mining  (86  million  tons)  and 
subsurface  mining  (105  million  tons).  Coal  in  the 
Wild  horse  Draw  and  Northeast  Cow  Creek  has 
been  determined  to  have  no  potential  fordevelop- 
ment. 

The  remaining  three  screening  steps  are 
applied  to  the  coal  areas  identified  in  step  1 .  They 
are  applied  in  sequence  and  only  to  the  lands  iden- 
tified as  acceptable  for  coal  development  in  each 
preceding  step. 


TABLE  COAL-AP-1 

COAL  RESOURCES  IN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 
(Revised  from  draft  document) 


Federal 

Coal  Area 

Federal 
Acreage 

Tonnage 
(In  place) 

BTU/lb.i 

Average  Proximate  Analysis 

Moisture 

Voiatiles 

Fixed  Carbon 

Ash 

Sulfur 

Red  Rim 

9,720 

40.6  X  106 

8,560 

22.21% 

not  available 

not  available 

9.30% 

0.45% 

China  Butte 

5,240 

73.9  X  106 

3,800 

25.57% 

not  available 

not  available 

7.35% 

0.56% 

Indian  Springs 

2,500 

25.0  X  10S 

9,626 

14.75% 

34.00% 

42.52% 

8.24% 

0.33% 

North  Indian  Springs 

3,840 

25.0  X  106 

9.015 

17.14% 

37.42% 

37.75% 

7.69% 

0.46% 

Atlantic  Rim 

3,650 

79.1  X  106 

10,277 

13.41% 

34.47% 

43.32% 

8.79% 

1-02% 

Hanna  Basin 

30,040 

191. Ox  106 

10,140-10,420 

12.58-12.76% 

34.30-36.68% 

41.32-45.19% 

793-8.75% 

0.46-1,00% 

NOTE:  All  coal  quality  data  are  on  an  "as  received"  basis 
BTU/Ib.  =  British  thermal  units  per  pound 
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Step  2:    Application  of  Coal 
Unsuitability  Criteria 


Introduction 

As  required  by  43  CFR  3461 ,  the  20  coal  unsuit- 
ability criteria  were  applied  to  the  areas  identified 
in  step  1. 

These  criteria  involve  consideration  of  existing 
resource  values  such  as  scenic  areas,  natural  and 
historic  values,  wildlife,  floodplains,  alluvial  valley 
floors,  and  other  important  features.  The  pur- 
poses of  this  step  are  (a)  to  identify  areas  with  key 
features  or  environmental  sensitivity  that  would 
make  them  unsuitable  for  surface  coal  mining  or 


for  subsurface  coal  mining  where  there  would  be 
surface  operations  and  impacts  associated  with 
subsurface  coal  mining,  and  (b)  to  identify  any 
appropriate  mitigative  measures  resulting  from 
the  application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  and  ex- 
ceptions. 

The  results  of  the  application  of  the  unsuitabil- 
ity criteria  to  each  coal  area  are  described  in  the 
following  sections.  After  an  expression  of  interest 
is  filed  and  prior  to  tract  delineation,  the  BLM  will 
reinventory  a  proposed  tract  area  and  adjacent 
land  to  refine  the  unsuitability  application.  If  the 
inventory  reveals  the  presence  of  species  or  hab- 
itats covered  under  criteria  9  to  15,  the  BLM  will 
coordinate  with  the  USFWS  and  V7GFD  to  deter- 
mine if  any  federal  coal  lands  within  the  proposed 
tract  area  should  be  declared  unsuitable. 
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Aspen  Stands 

To  mitigate  disturbance  to  elk,  surface  disturbance 
will  not  be  allowed  east  of  this  boundary 
Federally  Owned  Coal 
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Map  48 
ATLANTIC  RIM  COAL  AREA 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Management'Plan 


R  91  W 


R  90  W 


R  89  W 


II 
II 

I 


T 

19 

N 


T 

17 

N 


■  Coal  Area  Boundary 
Buffer  Zones  for  Eagles  and  Prairie  Falcons 
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Mao  49 
CHINA  BUTTE  COAL  AREA 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Pvlanagement  Plan 
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Coal  Area  Boundary 

Buffer  Zones  for  Eagles  and  Prairie  Falcons 

Federally  Owned  Coal 
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RED  RIM  COAL  AREA 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  Managem 
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Coal  Area  Boundary 
V^I^H  Pronghorn  Antelope  Crucial  Winter  Range 
Buffer  Zones  for  Eagles  and  Prairie  Falcons 
Federally  Owned  Coal 
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INDIAN  SPRINGS  COAL  AREA 

Medicine  3ovv-Divide  Resource  Manaaement  P^an 
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W00^k  Pronghorn  Antelope  Crucial  Winter  Range 
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Mao  52 
NORTH  INDIAN  SPRINGS  COAL  AREA 

Medicine  Bow-Divide  Resource  iVIanagement  Plan 
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Red  Rim 


Introduction 

No  unsuitable  areas  were  identified  fortlie  Red 
Rim  area  under  coal  unsuitability  criteria  1  3 
througfi  8,  10,  12,  or  17  through  20. 


Criterion  2— Rights-of-Way  and  Easements 

in  the  Red  Rim  area,  most  of  the  rights-of-way 
crossing  thecoal  areas  can  be  relocated  to  accom- 
modate coal  mining  and  related  activities.  Thus, 
the  BLM  made  a  general  determination  that  right- 
of-way  areas  are  acceptable  for  coal  develop- 
ment, subject  to  valid  existing  rights  and  negoti- 
ations for  relocating  if  necessary.  Any  unforeseen 
conflicts  in  these  areas  should  be  identified  and 
resolved  during  the  coal  activity  planning  process 
or  during  development  of  mining  and  reclamation 
plans. 


Criterion  9— Federally  Listed  Threatened  or 
Endangered  Species  Habitat 

No  areas  in  the  Red  Rim  area  were  determined 
to  be  unsuitable  under  criterion  9;  however,  some 
potential  habitat  areas  for  biack-footed  ferrets 
have  not  yet  been  searched  to  determme  whether 
or  not  ferrets  are  present.  The  necessary  searches 
and  consultation  with  USFWS  will  be  conducted 
during  coal  activity  planning. 


Criteria  11  and  13— Bald  and  Golden  Eagle 
Nests  and  Falcon  Clitf  Nesting  Sites 

No  areas  were  determined  to  be  unsuitable 
under  criterion  11  or  13.  The  area  is  acceptable 
for  further  consideration  for  leasing  subject  to  the 
following  conditions: 

For  the  protection  of  nesting  eagles  and  prairie  falcons  and 
their  associated  buffer  zones,  no  surface  operations  will  be 
allowed  in  sucfi  areas  as  long  as  the  USFWS  determines  that 
the  nest  is  viable  (see  map  50).  If  any  exceptions  are  grantee 
for  support  facilities  such  as  teleonone  lines,  power  lines, 
pipelines,  or  surface  facilities,  no  surface-disturbing  activities 
will  be  permitted  in  such  areas  during  breeding  and  nestinc 
seasons  (prairie  falcons.  March  15  through  July  15:  golden 
eagles.  February  15  through  July  15).  In  addition,  such  excep- 
tions will  be  subject  to  restrictive  placement  and  type  or 
design  of  facilities  and  to  seasonal  occupancy  restrictions. 
and  they  may  be  allowed  only  with  prior  written  permission 
of  the  authorized  officer  of  the  BLM  after  concurrence  of 
USFWS  and  consultation  with  WGFD. 

Larger  disturbances  such  as  upgrading  of  existing  roacs 
or  construction  of  new  roads,  buildings,  or  railroad  facilities 
within  the  buffer  zone  will  not  be  permitted.  Since  these  and 
other  bird  species  may  move  onto  or  off  a  given  area  or  else- 
where in  the  project  area,  their  activities  must  oe  monitorea 
to  determine  changing  protection  requirements.  If  any  new 
nests  should  become  establishea  on  or  within  1  mile  of  the 


lease  area  during  the  course  of  mining,  the  lessee  will  consult 
with  the  USFWS  to  determine  mitigative  measures  that  may 
be  needed  to  protect  nesting  birds. 


Criterion  14— Migratory  Bird  Habitat 

No  areas  in  the  Red  Rim  area  were  determined 
to  be  unsuitable  under  criterion  14.  The  area  is 
acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  leasing 
subject  to  the  following  conditions: 

Surface  disturbance  and  occupancy  restrictions  may  be 
required  to  protect  ferruginous  hawk  nesting  areas  within  rap- 
tor nest  concentration  areas.  Therefore,  the  lessee  shall  sub- 
mit to  the  BLM.  the  USFWS.  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  Rec- 
lamation and  Enforcement  (OSMRE),  and  the  WGFD  a  habitat 
recovery  and  replacement  plan  for  protection  or  enhance- 
ment of  ferruginous  hawk  populations  affected  by  habitat  loss 
or  displacement  of  present  or  historical  habitat.  The  habitat 
recovery  and  replacement  plan  shall  be  developed  in  consul- 
tation with  the  BLM,  OSMRE.  WGFD,  and  USFWS  and  may 
be  submitted  before  or  concurrently  with  the  filing  of  the  mine 
permit  application  package.  The  BLM.  OSMRE.  WGFD,  and 
USFWS  will  be  allowed  a  minimum  of  120  days  to  review  the 
habitat  recovery  and  replacement  plan  and  to  resolve  any  con- 
flicts or  problems  in  the  plan. 

The  final  habitat  recovery  and  replacement  plan  must  pro- 
vide the  locations,  current  status  and  reproductive  history 
(two  years  minimum)  of  each  nest  on  or  within  2  miles  of  the 
lease  area  and  shall  indicate  the  methods  to  be  employed  by 
the  lessee  to  ensure  that  ferruginous  hawk  productivity  and 
habitat  diversity  will  not  decline  in  the  area. 

The  plan  must  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  consideration 
of  the  following  points: 

Nest  site  protection  during  the  nesting  season. 

Enhancement  and  protection  of  adjacent  nesting  habitat 
that  will  not  be  affected  by  mining  disturbance  (for  exam- 
ple, construction  of  rock  structures  or  pillars  or  actions 
intended  to  increase  habitat  diversity). 

Relocation  of  unoccupied  nests  to  enhance  other  suit- 
able habitat  zeiore  surface  disturbance  begins. 

Restoration  of  topographic  features  and  vegetative  com- 
position to  restore  nesting  habitat  and  prey  diversity 
affected  by  mining. 

Facilitation  of  raptor  nest  protection  with  private  land- 
owners and  other  public  entities  on  lands  aoiacent  to  the 
lease  area. 

The  plan  must  include  a  timetable  for  implementation  of 
the  habitat  recovery  or  replacement  plan  m  relation  to  the 
overall  mine  plan.  Since  these  and  other  bird  species  may 
move  onto  or  off  a  given  area  or  elsewnere  in  the  project 
area,  their  activities  must  be  monitored  to  determine 
changing  protection  requirements.  If  any  new  ferrugi- 
nous hawk  nests  should  become  established  on  or  within 
1  mile  of  the  lease  area  during  the  course  of  mining  the 
lessee  will  consult  with  the  USFWS  to  determine  mitiga- 
tive measures  that  may  be  needeo  to  protect  nesting 
hawKs. 


Criterion  15— Habitat  for  State  High-Interest 
Wildlife  and  Plants 

On  September  27,  1982.  the  National  Wildlife 
Federation  and  the  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation 
filed  a  petition  with  the  OSMRE  to  designate 
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approximately  9,000  acres  as  unsuitable.  On  May 
19, 1986,  the  OSMRE  published  its  decision  in  the 
Federal  Register.  In  part,  the  notice  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

.  .  .Exercising  this  discretion,  I  decline  to  designate  all  or 
any  part  of  the  Red  Rim  petition  area  as  unsuitable  for  surface 
coal  mining  operations,  but  hereby  require  that  the  approval 
of  any  Federal  mining  plan  for  the  petition  area  include  a  con- 
dition that  restricts  from  development  the  pronghorn  winter 
range  located  within  the  south  portion  of  the  petition  area 
until  reclamation  of  pronghorn  winter  habitat  in  the  north  por- 
tion of  the  petition  area  has  been  demonstrated  to  be  success- 
ful  

Reclamation  in  the  north  portion  of  the  petition  area  shall 
be  demonstrated  to  be  successful  when  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  finds  in  writing  that  the  operator/lessee  has  (1) 
demonstrated  its  capability  to  restore  the  carrying  capacity 
of  the  critical  winter  range,  (2)  met  the  requirements  of 
SMCRA,  the  applicable  regulatory  program,  and  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management's  (BLtvl's)  land-use  planning  decisions 
for  the  petition  area,  and  (3)  demonstrated  that  postmining 
vegetation  would  provide  for  pronghorn  forage  production 
equal  to  or  greater  than  premining  conditions.  The  post- 
mining  vegetation  (composition  and  diversity  [structural  and 
species-specific])  must  approximate  premining  conditions 
and  be  self-renewing  when  subjected  to  foraging  use.  The 
north  portion  of  the  petition  area  consists  of  sees.  24,  25,  and 
34,  T.  21  N.,  R.  89  W.;  sees.  4,  6,  8.  and  18,  T.  20  N.,  R.  99 
W.;  and  sees.  12,  14,  22,  and  24,  T.  20  N.,  R.  90  W.  The  south 
portion  of  the  petition  area  consists  of  sees.  25,  28.  32,  and 
34,  T.  20  N.,  R.  90  W.;  sees.  4,  6,  8.  18.  and  30,  T.  19  N.,  R. 
90  W.;  and  sees.  24  and  25,  T.  19  N..  R.  91  W. 

The  decision  made  by  OSMRE  is  consistent 
with  this  RMP/EIS, 


Criterion  16 — Fioodpiains 

It  was  determined  that  the  floodplain  area  of 
Separation  Creek  in  the  Red  Rim  area  can  be 
mined  by  all  or  certain  stipulated  methods  of  coal 
mining  without  substantial  threat  of  loss  to  people 
or  property  and  to  the  natural  and  beneficial 
values  of  the  floodplain,  either  on  a  coal  lease 
tract  or  downstream.  Examples  of  mitigation  may 
include  relocation  of  channels  during  mining  and 
restoration  of  channel  locationsaftermining,  con- 
trolling sediment  yields  and  prohibiting  spoil 
dumping  in  channels,  lining  channel  bottoms,  re- 
vegetation,  and  general  mined-land  reclamation. 
Therefore,  no  areas  in  the  Red  Rim  area  were 
found  unsuitable  under  criterion  16. 


China  Butte 


Introduction 

No  unsuitable  areas  were  identified  in  the  China 
Butte  area  under  coal  unsuitabiiity  criteria  1 
through  8,  10,  12.  or  17  through  20. 


Criterion  9— Federally  Listed  Threatened  or 
Endangered  Species  Habitat 

No  areas  in  the  China  Butte  area  were  deter 
mined  to  be  unsuitable  under  criterion  9;  ho\4 
ever,  some  potential  haoitat  areas  for  black- 
footed  ferrets  have  not  yet  been  searched  to 
determine  whether  or  not  ferrets  are  present.  Thj 
necessary  searches  and  consultation  witl 
USFWS  will  be  conducted  during  coal  activity 
planning. 


Criteria  11  and  13— Bald  and  Golden  Eagle 
Nests  and  Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites 

No  areas  were  determined  to  be  unsuitabi' 
under  criterion  11  or  13.  The  area  is  acceptable 
for  further  consideration  for  leasing  subject  to  thj 
following  conditions: 


For  the  protection  of  nesting  eagles  and  prairie  falcons  and 
their  associated  buffer  zones,  no  surface  operations  will 
allowed  in  such  areas  as  long  as  the  USFWS  cetermines  thi 
the  nest  is  viable  (see  map  49).  If  any  exceptions  are  granttf 
for  support  facilities  such  as  telephone  lines,  power  Iines7 
pipelines,  or  surface  facilities,  no  surface-disturbing  activities 
will  be  permitted  in  such  areas  during  breeding  and  nestir 
seasons  (prairie  falcons,  Marcn  15  througn  July  15;  golde 
eagles,  February  15  through  July  15).  In  addition,  such  exce|3 
tions  will  be  subiect  to  restrictive  placement  and  type  or 
design  of  facilities  and  to  seasonal  occupancy  restriction^ 
and  they  may  be  allowed  only  with  prior  written  permissic 
of  the  authorized  officer  of  the  BLM  upon  concurrence  of  tt( 
USFWS  and  consultation  with  the  WGFD. 
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Larger  disturbances  such  as  upgrading  of  existing  roac 
or  construction  of  new  roads.  Duildings.  or  railroad  faciliti^ 
within  the  buffer  zone  will  not  be  permitted.  Since  these  ar 
other  bird  species  may  move  onto  or  off  a  given  area  or  else- 
where in  the  project  area,  their  activities  must  be  monitored 
to  determine  changing  protection  requirements.  If  any  ne| 
nests  should  become  establisnea  on  or  within  1  mile  of  tff 
lease  area  during  the  course  of  mining,  the  lessee  will  const 
with  the  USFWS  to  determine  .mitigative  measures  that  may 
be  needed  to  protect  nesting  pirds. 


Criterion  14— Migratory  Bird  Habitat 

No  areas  in  the  China  Butte  area  were  detej 
mined  to  be  unsuitable  under  Criterion  14.  Th 
area  is  acceptable  for  fur:her  consideration  for 
leasing  subject  to  the  following  conditions: 


Surface  disturbance  and  occupancy  resinctions  may 
required  to  protect  ferruginous  nawK  nesting  areas  within  rap- 
tor nest  concentration  areas.  Therefore,  the  lessee  must  sub- 
mit to  the  BLf\/l.  the  USFWS.  :^e  OSMRE,  ana  tne  WGFC 
habitat  recovery  and  replacement  plan  for  protection  or  i 
haneement  of  ferruginous  hawK  copulations  affected  by  ha! 
itat  loss  or  displacement  from  cresent  or  mstorical  habitat. 
The  habitat  recovery  and  repiace.ment  plan  snail  be  deve 
oped  in  consultation  with  the  5:-M,  the  OSMRE.  the  WGFl 
and  the  USFWS.  It  may  be  sucmitted  before  cr  concurrent 
with  the  filing  of  the  mine  per~it  application  cackage.  The 
BLM.  the  OSMRE.  the  WGFD,  s-a  the  USFWS  -viil  beallowec 
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a  minimum  of  120  days  to  review  tlie  habitat  recovery  ana 
replacement  plan  and  to  resolve  any  conflicts  or  problems  in 
the  plan. 

The  final  habitat  recovery  and  replacement  plan  must  pro- 
vide the  locations,  current  status,  and  reproductive  historv 
(two  years  minimum)  of  each  nest  on  or  within  2  miles  of  the 
lease  area  and  shall  indicate  the  methods  to  be  e.mployed  by 
the  lessee  to  ensure  that  ferruginous  hawk  proouctivity  anc 
habitat  diversity  will  not  decline  in  the  area. 

The  plan  must  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  consideration 
of  the  following  points: 

Nest  site  protection  during  the  nesting  season. 

Enhancement  and  protection  of  adjacent  nesting  habitat 
that  will  not  be  affected  by  mining  disturbance  (for  exam- 
ple, construction  of  rock  structures  or  pillars  or  actions 
intended  to  increase  habitat  diversity). 

Relocation  of  unoccupied  nests  to  enhance  other  suit- 
able habitat  before  surface  disturbance  begins. 

Restoration  of  topographic  features  and  vegetative  com- 
position to  restore  nesting  habitat  and  prey  diversity 
affected  by  mining. 

Facilitation  of  raptor  nest  protection  with  private  lano- 
owners  and  other  public  entities  on  lands  adjacent'to  the 
lease  area. 

The  plan  must  include  a  timetable  for  implementation  of  the 
habitat  recovery  or  replacement  plan  in  relation  to  the  overall 
mine  plan.  Since  these  and  other  bird  species  may  move  onto 
or  off  a  given  area  or  elsewhere  in  the  project  area,  their  activ- 
ities must  be  monitored  to  determine  changing  protection 
requirements.  If  any  new  ferruginous  hawk  nests  should 
become  established  onorwithinlmileof  the  lease  areas  dur- 
ing the  course  of  mining,  the  lessee  will  consult  with  the 
USFWS  to  determine  mitigative  measures  that  may  be  neeoeo 
to  protect  nesting  hawks. 


Criterion  15— Habitat  for  Slate  High-Interest 
Wildlife  and  Plants 

No  areas  in  the  China  Butte  area  were  deter- 
mined to  be  unsuitable  under  criterion  15.  The  pri- 
mary habitat  considerations  in  the  China  Butte 
coal  areaarecrucial  winter  rangeforantelopeand 
deer  and  sage  grouse  ieks. 

If  all  or  a  significant  portion  of  the  crucial  winter 
range  for  one  or  more  of  the  big  game  species 
involved  were  to  be  mined  or  made  available  for 
mining  during  one  time  span,  there  probably 
would  be  sign  if  leant  long-term  impacts  on  the  sur- 
vival of  the  herds.  However,  in  considering  the 
exceptions  to  the  criterion,  the  BLM  determined 
that  there  would  not  be  significant  long-term 
impacts  on  the  species  being  protected  under  cer- 
tain stipulated  methods  of  mining  (such  as  habitat 
recovery,  limited  surface  occupancy,  or  other  mit- 
igation requirements)  or  under  sequential  mining 
over  a  long  period  to  maintain  a  proper  mix  anc 
balance  between  areas  disturbed  by  mining  anc 
undisturbed  areas. 

Further,  mitigative  measures  would  be  com- 
bined with  appropriate  mining  methods  to  temper 


the  impacts  of  mining  in  crucial  winter  range  for 
big  game.  Sufficient  forage  would  be  provided  to 
maintain  WGFD  target  populations  for  wintering 
antelope  and  deer  in  the  area.  Therefore,  these 
areas  were  determined  to  be  acceptable  for  coal 
development  with  certain  stipulated  methods  of 
mining  and  mitigation  requirements  under  a  con- 
cept of  long-range  leasing  and  development. 

It  was  determined  that  grouse  habitat  areas  are 
acceptable  for  coal  development  with  stipulations 
and  mitigation  requirements  for  habitat  improve- 
ment, development,  and  reclamation. 

The  China  Butte  coal  area  is  acceptable  for  fur- 
ther consideration  for  leasing  subject  to  the  fol- 
lowing conditions: 

The  lessee  shall  not  disturb  the  area  within  'A  mile  of  the 
center  of  sage  grouse  strutting/nesting  complexes  except  on 
areas  that  are  to  be  mined.  Any  proposals  for  surface  facilities 
or  activities  within  a  2-mile  radius  of  the  center  of  sage  grouse 
strutting/nesting  complexes  will  be  subject  to  seasonal  occu- 
pancy restrictions  as  determined  to  be  feasible  by  the  autho- 
rized officer  of  the  BLM.  This  measure  may  partially  mitigate 
losses  of  sage  grouse. 

The  lease  holder  shall  attempt  to  relocate  sage  grouse 
strutting/nesting  complexes  that  would  be  destroyed  by  the 
proposed  action.  Relocation  efforts  are  to  be  coordinated 
with  the  BLM  and  the  WGFD.  This  measure  may  partially  mit- 
igate a  reduction  in  the  sage  grouse  pooulation  of  the  area. 
(See  the  wildlife  habitat  portion  of  the  multiple-use  conflict 
evaluation  later  in  this  appendix  for  reclamation  require- 
ments.) 


Criterion  16— Floodplains 

1 1  was  determined  that  the  floodplain  area  of  Fill- 
more Creek  can  be  mined  by  all  or  certain  stipu- 
lated methods  of  coal  mining  without  substantial 
threat  of  loss  to  people  or  property  and  to  the  nat- 
ural and  beneficial  values  of  the  floodplain,  either 
on  a  coal  lease  tract  or  downstream.  Examples  of 
mitigation  may  include  relocation  of  channels  dur- 
ing mining  and  restoration  of  cnannel  locations 
after  mining,  control  of  sediment  yields  and  pro- 
hibition of  spoil  dumping  in  channels,  lining  chan- 
nel bottoms,  revegetation,  ana  general  mined- 
land  reclamation.  Therefore,  no  areas  in  the 
China  Butte  area  were  found  unsuitable  under  cri- 
terion 16. 


Indian  Springs  and  North  Indian 
Springs 

Introduction 

No  unsuitable  areas  were  identified  in  the 
Indian  Springs  and  North  Indian  Springs  areas 
under  coal  unsuitability  criteria  1,  3  through  8, 10, 
12,  or  17  through  20. 
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Criterion  2— Rights-of-Way  and  Easements 

Most  of  the  rights-of-way  crossing  the  coal 
areas  in  Indian  Springs  and  North  Indian  Springs 
can  be  relocated  to  accommodate  coal  mining 
and  related  activities.  Thus,  the  BLM  made  a 
general  determination  that  right-of-way  areas  are 
acceptable  for  coal  development,  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights  and  negotiations  for  relocating  if 
necessary.  Any  unforeseen  conflicts  in  these 
areas  should  be  identified  and  resolved  during  the 
coal  activity  planning  process  or  during  develop- 
ment of  mining  and  reclamation  plans. 


Criterion  9— Federally  Listed  Threatened  or 
Endangered  Species  Habitat 

No  areas  in  Indian  Springs  and  North  Indian 
Springs  were  determined  to  be  unsuitable  under 
criterion  9;  however,  some  potential  habitat  areas 
for  black-footed  ferrets  have  not  yet  been 
searched  to  determine  whether  or  not  ferrets  are 
present.  The  necessary  searches  and  consulta- 
tion with  USFWS  will  be  conducted  during  coal 
activity  planning. 


Criteria  11  and  13— Bald  and  Golden  Eagle 
Nests  and  Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites 

No  areas  were  determined  to  be  unsuitable 
under  criterion  11  or  13.  The  area  is  acceptable 
forfurther  consideration  for  leasing  subject  to  the 
following  conditions: 

For  the  protection  of  nesting  eagles  and  prairie  falcons  and 
their  associated  buffer  zones,  no  surface  ooerations  will  be 
allowed  in  such  areas  as  long  as  the  USFWS  determines  that 
the  nest  is  viable  (see  maps  51  and  52).  If  any  exceptions  are 
granted  for  support  facilities  such  as  telepnone  lines,  power 
lines,  pipelines,  or  surface  facilities,  no  surface-disturbing  ac- 
tivities will  be  permitted  in  such  areas  during  breeding  and 
nesting  seasons  (prairie  falcons,  March  15  through  July  15; 
golden  eagles,  February  15  through  July  15).  In  addition,  such 
exceptions  will  be  subject  to  restrictions  on  location,  type  or 
design  of  facilities,  and  season  of  occupancy,  and  they  may 
be  allowed  only  with  prior  written  permission  of  the  autho- 
rized officer  of  the  BLM  after  concurrence  of  USFWS  and  con- 
sultation with  WGFD. 

Larger  disturbances  such  as  upgrading  of  existing  roads 
or  construction  of  new  roads,  buildings,  or  railroad  facilities 
within  the  buffer  zone  will  not  be  permitted.  Since  these  and 
other  bird  species  may  move  onto  or  off  a  given  area  or  else- 
where in  the  project  area,  their  activities  must  be  monitored 
to  determine  changing  protection  requirements.  If  any  new 
nests  should  become  established  on  or  within  1  mile  of  the 
lease  area  during  the  course  of  mining,  the  lessee  will  consult 
with  the  USFWS  to  determine  mitigative  measures  that  may 
be  needed  to  protect  nesting  birds. 


Criterion  14— Migratory  Bird  Habitat 

No  areas  in  the  Indian  Springs  and  North  Indian 
Springs  areas  were  determined  to  be  unsuitable 


under  criterion  14.  The  area  is  acceptable  for  fur- 
ther consideration  for  leasing  subject  to  the  fol- 
lowing conditions: 

Surface  disturbance  and  occupancy  on  about  6,000  acres 
will  be  limited  to  very  small-scale  and  seasonal  uses  because 
active  ferruginous  hawl<  nests  are  present.  This  area  includes 
all  of  the  Indian  Springs  area  and  all  of  the  North  Indian 
Springs  area  except  T.  22  N..  R.  89  W,.  section  8,  W:E'i,  W/?, 
and  section  28,  SW/a.  Small  surface  disturbances  such  as  pipe- 
lines, restricted  use  roads,  and  raptor-safe  power  lines  may 
be  allowed  in  the  area  so  long  as  they  are  consistent  with  all 
current  planning  and  management  decisions  and  mitigation, 
and  provided  that  no  human  activity  or  surface  disturbance 
occurs  during  the  nesting  season  (March  15  through  July  31 ) 
and  that  the  nest  substrate  (cliff,  rimrock,  tree,  or  other  sub- 
strate) is  not  modified  to  disturb  nesting  ferruginous  hawks. 

Largerdlsturbances  like  upgrading  of  existing  roads  or  con- 
struction of  new  roads,  buildings,  or  railroad  facilities  within 
nest  buffer  zones  would  not  be  permitted. 

A  lease  would  be  subject  to  the  following  mit- 
igation: 

a.  Any  federal  coal  recovered  from  the  Indian  Springs  Tract 

will  be  recovered  by  in  situ  coal  development  methods 
only. 

b.  The  lessee  must  submit  to  the  BLM,  the  USFWS,  the 

OSMRE,  and  the  state  of  Wyoming  (WGFD  and  DEQ)  a 
habitat  recovery  and  replacement  plan  for  protection  or 
enhancement  of  ferruginous  hawk  populations  affected 
by  habitat  loss  or  displacement  from  present  or  historical 
habitat.  The  habitat  recovery  and  replacement  plan  shall 
be  developed  in  consultation  with  the  BL.M,  the  OSMRE, 
the  state  of  Wyoming  (WGFD  and  DEQ),  and  the  USFWS. 
Itmay  be  submitted  before  or  concurrently  with  the  filing 
of  the  mine  permit  application  package.  However, 
because  serious  impacts  can  result  from  an  inadequate 
plan,  the  BLM,  the  OSMRE.  the  state  of  Wyoming  (WGFD 
and  DEQ),  and  the  USFWS  would  be  allowed  a  minimum 
of  120  days  to  review  the  habitat  recovery  and  replace- 
ment plan  and  to  resolve  any  conflicts  orproblems  in  the 
plan.  Close  coordination  among  the  BLM.  the  OSMRE. 
the  state  of  Wyoming  (WGFD  and  DEQ),  and  the  USFWS 
during  development  of  the  plan  will  minimize  the  time 
needed  for  review  and  concurrence. 

c.  The  final  habitat  recovery  and  replacement  plan  must  pro- 

vide the  locations,  current  status,  and  reproductive  his- 
tory (two  years  minimum)  of  each  nest  on  or  within  2 
miles  of  the  lease  area  and  shall  Indicate  the  methods 
to  be  employed  by  the  lessee  to  ensure  that  ferruginous 
hawk  productivity  and  habitat  diversity  will  not  decline 
in  the  area. 

Where  rock  features  are  disturbed,  reclamation  shall 
ensure  replacement  of  the  habitat  in  kind. 

d.  For  the  protection  of  nesting  ferruginous  hawks  and  their 

associated  buffer  zones,  no  surface  operations  will  be 
allowed  in  such  areas.  If  any  exceptions  are  granted  for 
support  facilities  such  as  telephone  lines,  power  lines, 
pipelines,  or  surface  facilities,  no  surface-disturbing  ac- 
tivities will  be  permitted  in  such  areas  during  breeding 
and  nesting  seasons  (March  15  through  July  31),  In  addi- 
tion, such  exceptions  will  be  subject  to  restrictive  place- 
ment and  type  or  design  of  facilities  and  to  seasonal  oc- 
cupancy restrictions,  ana  they  may  be  allowed  only  with 
prior  written  permission  of  the  authorized  officer  of  the 
BLM  upon  concurrence  of  the  USFWS  and  the  WGFD, 

Since  these  and  other  oird  species  may  move  onto  or  off 
a  given  area  or  elsewhere  in  the  project  area,  their  aotiv- 
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ities  must  be  monitored  to  determine  changing  protection 
requirements.  If  any  new  ferruginous  hawl<  nests  should  be- 
come established  on  or  within  1  mile  of  the  lease  area  during 
the  course  of  mining,  the  lessee  will  consult  v/ith  the  USFWS 
to  determine  mitigative  measures  that  may  be  needed  to  pro- 
tect nesting  hawks. 


Criterion  15— Habitat  for  State  Higti-lnterest 
Wildlife  and  Plants 

No  areas  in  Indian  Springs  or  North  Indian 
Springs  ^^ave  been  determined  to  be  unsuitable 
for  in  situ  coal  development  methods  under  criter- 
ion 15.  However,  surface  disturbances  and  occu- 
pancy on  approximately  3,000  acres  of  pronghorn 
crucial  winter  range  will  be  limited  to  very  small- 
scale  and  seasonal  uses  (see  map  46  and  the  wild- 
life habitat  portion  of  the  multiple-use  conflict 
evaluation  later  in  this  appendix  for  reclamation 
requirements). 


For  the  protection  of  nesting  eagles,  prairie  falcons  and  fer- 
ruginous hawks  and  the  buffer  zones  associated  with  the 
nests  of  these  species,  no  surface  coal  mining  operations  will 
be  allowed  in  such  areas  (see  map  48).  If  any  exceptions  are 
granted  for  support  facilities  such  as  telephone  lines  power 
lines,  pipelines,  or  small  scale  surface  facilities  no  surface- 
disturbing  activities  will  be  permitted  in  nesting  areas  or 
buffer  zones  during  breeding  anc  nesting  seasons  (eagles 
February  15  through  July  15:  other  raptors.  March  15  through 
July  15).  Such  exceptions  may  be  allowea  only  with  prior  writ- 
ten permission  of  the  authorized  officer  of  the  BLM  after  con- 
currence of  the  USFWS  and  consultation  with  the  WGFD.  In 
addition,  such  exceptions  will  be  subject  to  restrictions'on 
locations,  type  or  design  of  facilities,  and  season  of  occu- 
pancy. 

Since  these  and  other  bird  species  may  move  onto  or  off 
a  given  area  or  elsewhere  in  the  project  area,  their  activities 
must  be  monitored  to  determine  changing  protection  require- 
ments. If  any  new  nests  should  become  established  on  or 
within  1  mile  of  the  lease  area  during  the  course  of  mining, 
the  lessee  will  consult  with  the  USFWS  to  determine  mitiga- 
tive measures  that  may  be  needed  to  protect  nesting  birds. 


Criterion  16— Fioodplains 

It  was  determined  that  in  situ  coal  development 
of  Indian  Springs  and  North  Indian  Springs  could 
be  undertaken  without  substantial  threat  of  loss 
of  life  or  property.  Therefore,  no  areas  were  found 
unsuitable  under  Criterion  16  (fioodplains). 


Atlantic  Rim 


Introduction 

No  unsuitable  areas  were  identified  in  the  Atlan- 
tic Rim  area  under  coal  unsuitability  criteria  1 
through  8,  10,  12,  16  through  18,  or  20. 


Criterion  9— Federally  Listed  Threatened  or 
Endangered  Species  Habitat 

No  areas  in  the  Atlantic  Rim  area  were  deter- 
mined to  be  unsuitable  under  criterion  9;  how- 
ever, some  potential  habitat  areas  for  black- 
footed  ferrets  have  not  yet  been  searched  to 
determine  whether  or  not  ferrets  are  present.  The 
necessary  searches  and  consultation  with 
USFWS  will  be  conducted  during  coal  activity 
planning. 


Criteria  11,  13,  and  14— Bald  and  Golden 
Eagle  Nests,  Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites,  and 
Migratory  Bird  Habitat 

No  areas  were  determined  to  be  unsuitable 
under  criterion  11,  13,  or  14.  The  area  is  accept- 
able for  further  consideration  for  leasing  subject' 
to  the  following  conditions: 


Criterion  15— Habitat  for  State  High-Interest 
Wildlife  and  Plants 

No  areas  in  the  Atlantic  Rim  area  were  deter- 
mined to  be  unsuitable  under  criterion  15.  The  pri- 
mary habitat  consideration  in  the  coal  area  is  cru- 
cial winter  and  yearlong  range  for  elk.  The  elk  rely 
on  a  total  yearlong  range  of  784,000  acres,  of 
which  about  327,000  acres  is  winter  range  and 
about  131, 000  acres  (17%  of  the  total  range)  is  cru- 
cial habitat,  as  defined  under  this  criterion.  Ap- 
proximately 3,556  federal  acres  of  this  crucial  hab- 
itat lie  within  this  coal  area. 

The  Atlantic  Rim  area  is  acceptable  for  further 
consideration  for  leasing  subject  to  the  following 
conditions: 

The  area  will  be  subject  to  mitigation  and  reclamation  mea- 
sures for  the  protection  of  wintering  and  yearlong  resident 
elk.  Any  proposals  of  the  lessee  to  conduct  mining  o"perations 
or  construct  mining-related  surface  facilities  within  the  Atlan- 
tic Rim  coal  area  will  be  subject  to  stipulations  for  specific 
placement,  design,  and  type  of  facilities;  management  of  elk 
forage:  and  restrictions  on  the  level  of  mining  and  human 
activity.  These  stipulations  and  restrictions  will  be  developed 
in  consultation  with  the  WGFD  and  in  conference  with  the 
USFWS,  the  Wyoming  Wildlife  Feceration,  and  the  National 
Wildlife  Federation.  The  stipulations  and  restrictions  will 
address  the  following  situations: 

a.  Elk  need  to  get  to  the  north  end  of  the  Atlantic  Rim  during 

severe  winters.  Mining  activity  will  be  confined  to  west- 
facing  slopes,  and  no  activity  will  be  permitted  east  of 
the  line  indicated  on  map  48.  This  will  keep  in  people  and 
mining  activity  out  of  sight  of  elk  moving  to  the  north  via 
the  east  ridge.  Impacts  on  resident  elk  will  be  minimized 
throughout  the  year. 

b.  Aspen  patches  are  the  primary  thermal  and  hiding  cover 

for  resident  elk.  These  patches  are  primarily  in  ana  along 
the  major  drainages  of  the  Atlantic  Rim  area.  So  that 
impacts  on  the  elk  hero  can  be  minimized  and  the  hyaro- 
logic  integrity  of  the  drainages  in  v;nicn  aspen  patches 
occur  can  be  maintained,  asoen  patches  in  the  major 
drainages  will  be  protected  from  disturoance  by  mining 
or  related  support  facilities  isee  map  48). 
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c.  Routes  for  access  to  Atlantic  Rim  and  for  transportation 

of  coal  from  the  area  will  be  restricted  to  those  found 
acceptable  through  consultation  with  the  WGFD  and 
Other  interested  parties.  This  will  minimize  effects  on 
wildlife  while  allowing  consideration  of  the  coal  market 
and  any  foreseeable  coal  development  in  the  area.  Given 
present  knowledge,  the  Twenty-Mile  Road  from  Rawlins 
to  the  west  side  of  the  Atlantic  Rim  coal  area  appears 
to  be  the  least  environmentally  sensitive  route. 

d.  Considerable  amounts  of  winter  forage  would  be  unavail- 

able to  elk  because  of  mine  disturbance  and  activity.  Suf- 
ficient forage  would  be  provided  to  maintain  WGFD 
target  populations  for  wintering  elk  on  the  Atlantic  Rim 
portion  of  the  Baggs  Elk  Crucial  Winter  Range.  The 
degree  of  overlap  of  foraging  areas,  and  thus  the  dietary 
overlap  between  elk  and  cattle,  will  be  determined,  and 
adjustments  in  livestock  management  will  be  made  if  nec- 
essary. Other  mechanisms  for  replacement  of  forage, 
such  as  fertilization  or  vegetation  manipulation,  also  will 
be  considered.  Artificial  feeding  will  not  be  considered 
for  forage  replacement.  The  best  mechanism  or  combi- 
nation of  mechanisms  will  be  used  to  reduce  impacts  to 
the  elk  population. 

e.  Since  the  potential  pit  sites  are  part  of  the  crucial  elk  win- 

ter range,  human  activity  should  be  restricted  to  the  mine 
site  as  much  as  possible.  A  threshold  level  of  mining  activ- 
ity will  be  identified  beyond  which  the  elk  population 
would  be  displaced  from  the  winter  range.  Among  other 
items,  this  threshold  level  of  activity  may  address  the 
number  of  separate  pits  operated  simultaneously,  the 
total  amount  of  acreage  disturbed  at  any  given  time,  and 
the  sequence  of  pit  operations. 

Application  of  this  unsuitability  criterion  was 
done  in  consultation  and  coordination  with  other 
governmental  agencies  and  public  groups,  as  dis- 
cussed in  chapter  5  of  this  document. 


Criterion  19— Alluvial  Valley  Floors 

When  the  coal  unsuitability  review  for  the  proj- 
ect area  was  conducted,  possible  alluvial  valley 
floor  areas  were  identified  in  two  drainages  that 
are  in  or  near  the  project  area— Separation  Crjek 
(in  Jep  Canyon)  and  Muddy  Creek. 

No  areas  were  determined  to  be  unsuitable 
under  criterion  19.  The  area  is  acceptable  for  fur- 
ther consideration  for  leasing  subject  to  the  fol- 
lowing conditions: 

In  identified  possible  alluvial  valley  floor  areas  or  in  other 
areas  near  them  where  the  proposed  coal  mining  could  inter- 
rupt or  intercept  water  flow  to  farming  areas  along  the  drain- 
ages, mining  will  be  permitted  only  with  mitigative  measures 
for  alluvial  valley  floor  protection  that  are  made  a  part  of  an 
approved  mine  plan.  The  state  of  Wyoming  usually  identifies 
alluvial  valley  floor  areas  and  mitigative  measures  (if  possible) 
during  the  mining  plan  approval  and  mine  permitting  stage. 


Hanna  Basin 


Introduction 


Coal  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied  to  the 
unleased  federal  coal  with  development  potential 


in  the  Hanna  Basin.  No  unsuitable  areas  were  iden- 
tified under  coal  unsuitability  criteria  1,  4thrcugh 
8,  10,  12,  or  17  through  20 


Criterion  2— Rights-of-Way  and  Easements 

Most  of  the  rights-of-way  crossing  the  coal 
areas  in  Hanna  Basin  can  be  relocated  to  accom- 
modate coal  mining  and  related  activities.  Thus, 
the  BLM  made  a  general  determination  that  right- 
of-way  areas  are  acceptable  for  coal  develop- 
ment, subject  to  valid  existing  rights  and  negoti- 
ations for  relocating  if  necessary,  along  with 
appropriatestipulationsand  consistency  with  cur- 
rent planning  and  management  decisions.  Any 
unforeseen  conflicts  in  these  areas  should  be  iden- 
tified and  resolved  during  the  coal  activity  plan- 
ning process  or  during  development  of  mining 
and  reclamation  plans. 


Criterion  3— Public  Roads,  Cemeteries, 
Buildings,  and  Occupied  Dwellings 

Split  estate  coal  lands  in  T.  22  N.,  R.  81  W..  sec. 
18,  Wy2NEy4NWy4,were  determined  to  be  unsuita- 
ble under  criterion  3  because  of  an  occuoied 
dwelling  on  the  parcel.  Approximately  20  acres 
containing  400,000  tons  of  coal  are  unsuitaole. 


Criterion  9— Federally  Listed  Threatened  or 
Endangered  Species  Habitat 

No  areas  in  Hanna  Basin  were  determined  to  be 
unsuitable  under  criterion  9.  Some  potential  hab- 
itat areas  for  black-footed  ferrets  have  not  yet 
been  searched  to  determine  whether  or  not  ferrets 
inhabit  the  areas.  The  necessary  searches  and 
consultation  with  the  USFWS  will  be  conducted 
during  coal  activity  planning. 

Some  survey  of  bald  eagle  wintering  areas  and 
areas  used  during  migration  has  been  conducted. 
The  WGFD  has  identified  a  bald  eagle  wintering 
area  along  the  Medicine  Bow  River  aajacent  to  the 
Hanna  Basin  area,  but  additional  fieldworK  is 
required  to  document  the  size  of  the  area  anc  its 
importance.  Data  from  BLM  surveys  during  '978 
and  1979  indicate  that  eagles  made  little  use  of 
this  area.  A  possible  additional  area  has  been  icen- 
tified  along  the  North  Platte  River.  No  bald  eacle 
nests  have  been  identified. 

No  recent  sightings  of  peregrine  falcons  nave 
been  documented  for  this  ar^ea.  Some  limited 
potential  for  nesting  peregrine  falcons  exists 
along  Seminoe  Reservoir,  Medicine  Bow  River, 
and  possibly  Hanna  Draw  because  of  the  pres- 
ence of  perennial  streams  and  associated  nesting 
sites. 
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Criteria  11,  13,  and  14— Bald  and  Golden 
Eagle  Nests,  Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites,  and 
Migratory  Bird  Habitat 

After  filing  of  an  expression  of  interest  and 
before  tract  delineation,  the  BLM  would  reinven- 
tory  any  proposed  tract  and  acjacent  land  to 
refine  the  application  of  criteria  11.  13,  and  14.  If 
the  inventory  should  reveal  the  presence  of  spe- 
cies or  habitats  involving  these  criteria,  the  BLM 
would  coordinate  with  the  USFWS  and  the  WGFD 
to  determine  if  any  federal  coal  lands  within  the 
proposed  tract  area  should  be  declared  unsuita- 
ble. 


Criterion  15— Habitat  for  State  High-Interest 
Wildlife  and  Plants 

No  areas  in  Hanna  Basin  were  determined  to  be 
unsuitable  under  criterion  15.  The  primary  habitat 
considerations  in  the  Hanna  Basin  coal  area  are 
sage  grouse  leks  and  crucial  winter  range  for  ante- 
lope and  deer. 

Ifall  or  a  significant  portion  of  the  crucial  winter 
range  for  one  or  more  big  game  species  were  to 
be  mined  or  made  available  for  mining  during  one 
time  span,  there  probably  would  be  significant 
long-term  impacts  on  the  survival  of  the  herds. 
However,  in  considering  the  exceptions  to  the  cri- 
terion, the  BLM  determined  that  there  would  not 
be  significant  long-term  impacts  on  the  species 
being  protected  under  certain  stipulated  methods 
of  mining  (such  as  habitat  recovery,  limited  sur- 
face occupancy,  or  other  mitigation  require- 
ments) or  under  sequential  mining  over  a  long 
period  to  maintain  a  proper  mix  and  balance 
between  areas  disturbed  by  mining  and  undis- 
turbed areas. 

•  Further,  mitigative  measures  would  be  com- 
bined with  appropriate  mining  methods  to  temper 
the  impacts  of  mining  in  crucial  winter  range  for 
big  game.  Therefore,  these  areas  were  deter- 
mined to  be  acceptable  for  coal  development  with 
certain  stipulated  methods  of  mining  and  mitiga- 
tion requirements  under  a  concept  of  long-range 
leasing  and  development. 

It  was  determined  that  grouse  habitat  areas  are 
acceptable  for  coal  development  with  stipulations 
and  mitigation  requirements  for  habitat  improve- 
ment, development,  and  reclamation. 

The  Hanna  Basin  Coal  area  is  acceptable  for  fur- 
ther consideration  for  leasing  subject  to  the  fol- 
lowing conditions: 

The  lessee  shall  not  disturb  the  area  witr.in  '-  mile  of  the 
center  of  sage  grouse  strutting/nesting  ccnolexes  except  on 
areas  that  are  to  be  mined.  Any  proposals  for  surface  fac;lii:es 
or  activities  within  a  2-mile  radius  ofthe  center  or  sage  grouse 
strutting/ nesting  complexes  will  be  subject  to  seasonal  occu- 


pancy restrictions  as  determined  to  be  feasible  by  the  autho- 
rized officer  of  the  BLM.  This  measure  may  partially  mitigate 
losses  of  sage  grouse. 

The  lease  holder  shall  attempt  to  relocate  sage  grouse 
strutting/nesting  complexes  that  would  be  destroyed  by  the 
proposed  action.  Relocation  efforts  are  to  be  coorcinated 
with  the  BLM  and  the  WGFD.  This  measure  may  partially  mit- 
igate a  reduction  in  the  sage  grouse  copulation.  (See  the  wild- 
life habitat  portion  of  the  multiole-use  conflict  evaluation  later 
in  this  appendix  for  reclamation  requirements.) 


Criterion  16— Floodplains 

It  was  determined  that  most  identified  flood- 
plain  areas  in  Hanna  Basin  can  be  mined  without 
substantial  threat  of  loss  to  people  or  property  or 
to  the  natural  and  beneficial  values  of  the  flood- 
plain,  either  on  a  coal  lease  tract  or  downstream. 
Exam  pies  of  mitigation  may  include  control  of  sed- 
iment yields  and  prohibition  of  spoil  dumping  in 
channels,  lining  channel  bottoms,  revegetation, 
and  general  mined-land  reclamation. 

The  floodplain  of  the  Medicine  Bow  River  in  T. 
23  N.,  R.  81  W.,  sec.  6,  was  found  unsuitable  for 
mining  under  criterion  16.  This  involves  approxi- 
mately 10  acres  containing  15,000  tons  of  federal 
coal.  All  otherfloodplain  areas  in  the  Hanna  Basin 
were  determined  to  be  acceptable  with  mitigation, 
as  discussed  above. 


Step  3:     Multiple-Use  Conflict 
Evaluation 

introduction 

As  required  by  43  CFR  3420.1-4(e)(3),  multiple 
land-use  decisions  were  made  on  areas  found  suit- 
able upon  application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria. 
Step  3.  evaluation  of  multiple-use  conflicts,  pro- 
vides for  the  protection  of  locally,  regionally,  or 
nationally  important  or  unique  resource  values 
and  land  uses  not  included  in  the  unsuitability  cri- 
teria. 

Groundwater  and  Surface  Water 
Resources 

Potential  impacts  on  groundwater  and  surface 
water  resources  are  of  concern  in  the  Indian 
Springs,  North  Indian  Springs,  and  Atlantic  Rim 
areas.  Mitigation  would  be  applied  in  those  areas 
to  reduce  the  effects  due  to  possible  aquifer 
removal,  interruption  of  groundwater  flow, 
change  in  groundwater  flow  from  replaced  over- 
burden, water  quality  cnanges  from  spoil  material 
leaching  and  mixing  between  acuifers,  and  subsi- 
dence and/or  fracturing  of  overiying  rocks. 
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No  areas  are  unacceptable;  however,  the  follow- 
ing mitigation  requirements  would  be  applied; 

The  lessee  shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  8LM.  concur- 
rently with  the  filing  of  a  permit  application  package,  a  hydro- 
logic  mitigation  study.  The  study  must  include  a  factual  state- 
ment of  the  following: 

a  Identification  of  all  affected  surface  water,  water  table  (un- 
confined),  and  artesian  (confined)  waters,  including  the 
location  and  direction  of  movement  of  all  groundwater. 

b  Appropriate  characteristics  of  the  waters,  which  might 
include  yield  or  flow;  conductance;  pH;  temperature; 
alkalinity  total  dissolved  solids;  dissolved  amounts  of 
such  elements  as  sulfates,  chlorides,  barium,  cadmium, 
copper,  iron,  lead,  radioactive  materials,  turbidity;  and 
total  dissolved  oxygen. 

c  Identification  of  development  activities  that  would  affect 
the  above  waters,  and  the  probable  impact  on  such 
waters  from  each  activity. 

d  A  discussion  of  the  interrelationships  between  surface 
water  and  groundwater  in  the  project  area  and  the  likely 
effects  on  this  relationship  from  development  of  the  Fed- 
eral coal. 

e.  Identification  of  proposed  mitigative  measures  to  reduce 
the  impacts  identified  in  (c)  above. 

f  A  plan  for  monitoring  surface  water  and  groundwater  con- 
ditions in  the  protect  area  and  downstream  from  the  proj- 
ect The  water  quality  standards  of  the  Wyoming  Depart- 
ment of  Environmental  Quality  and  the  U.S.  Public 
Health  Service  shall  be  used  where  applicable. 

In  addition,  the  following  mitigation  require- 
ment would  be  applied  in  the  Indian  Springs  and 
North  Indian  Springs  areas. 

In  accordance  with  state  law  and  regulation,  the  permit 
application  packagesubmittal  shall  includeadetailed  descrip- 
tion of  the  effects  of  possible  mined  land  subsidence  and  fault- 
ing  This  must  include  the  proposed  measures  to  be  taken  to 
prevent  or  minimize  the  effects  of  subsidence  and  faulting 
and  procedures  that  will  be  taken  in  terms  of  bacKfillmg,  grad- 
ing, contouring,  etc..  in  the  event  that  any  subsidence  or  fault- 
ing occurs. 


Wildlife  Habitat 

Loss  of  wildlife  habitat  for  varying  lengths  of 
time  on  surface-mined  areas,  roads,  railroads, 
and  facilities  is  unavoidable.  In  addition  to  the 
loss  of  habitat,  some  areas  would  become  unusa- 
ble by  animals  that  are  intolerant  of  human  activ- 
ity. No  additional  areas  have  been  determined  to 
be  unacceptable;  however,  the  following  mitiga- 
tion requirements  would  be  applied  in  the  Indian 
Springs,  North  Indian  Springs,  Atlantic  Rim,  Red 
Rim,  China  Butte,  and  Hanna  Basin  areas: 

A. Recovery  of  wildlife  habitat  on  the  project  area  will  be 
required.  The  lessee  will  be  required  to  mitigate  habitat 
loss  caused  by  surface  coal  mining  operations  in  the  proj- 
ect area.  Where  crucial  habitat  is  disturbed,  reclamation 
will  ensure  replacement  of  that  habitat  in  Kina.  Mitigation 


methods  may  require  the  lessee  to  employ  techniques  for 
wildlife  forage  manipulation  or  intensive  wildlife  habitat 
management. 

1. Habitat  recovery  may  not  be  completely  feasible  in  the  proj- 
ect area;  therefore,  recovery  or  replacement  may  pe 
accomplished  on  lands  outside  the  project  area  in  com- 
bination with  recovery  and  replacement  methoas  on  suit- 
able lands  within  the  project  area.  Sucn  nabitat  recovery 
provisions  must  be  acceptable  to  the  BLM,  the  WGFO. 
and  the  USFWS.  Lands  outside  the  project  area  lor  sucn 
habitat  recovery  may  be  made  available  througn  the  sur- 
face management  agency,  the  state,  or  the  lessee.  In 
regard  to  the  above,  the  lessee  will  be  required  to  develop 
a  habitat  recovery  and  replacement  plan  designed  to  pro- 
tect and/or  enhance  wildlife  habitat.  This  plan  shall  be 
prepared  before  mining  plan  approval,  in  consultation 
with  and  subject  to  approval  by  the  BLM,  the  USFWS. 
the  OSMRE,  and  the  state  of  Wyoming.  The  habitat  recov- 
ery and  replacement  plan  shall  include,  but  will  not  be 
limited  to,  the  following  provisions; 

1 .  A  detailed  description  of  the  methods  selected  by  the  les- 
see to  mitigate  habitat  loss,  together  with  a  comparative 
analysis  of  alternate  methods  that  were  considered  and 
rejected  by  the  lessee,  and  the  rationale  for  the  decision 
to  select  the  proposed  methods.  The  replacement  may 
include,  but  is  not  limited  to,  the  following  techniques; 

a.  Increasing  the  quantity  and  quality  of  forage  avail- 
able to  wildlife 

b.  The  acquisition  of  wildlife  crucial  habitats 

c.  Manipulation  of  wildlife  habitat  for  selected  wildlife 
species 

d.  Recovery,  replacement,  or  protection  of  important 
wildlife  habitat  by  selected  methods  such  as  modify- 
ing or  eliminating  fencing.  Construction  of  new 
fences  will  be  kept  to  a  minimum  on  winter  ranges 
and  within  migration  routes.  Fencing  will  be  coordi- 
nated with  the  WGFD  to  ensure  protection  of  these 
resources. 

e.  Wildlife  watering  developments. 

2  Atimetablegiving  the  periodsoftimethatwill  be  required 

to  accomplish  the  habitat  recovery  or  replacement  plan 
and  showing  how  this  timetable  relates  to  the  overall  min- 
ing plan. 

3  An  evaluation  of  the  final  plan  by  the  state  of  Wyoming. 

The  state  will  comment  on  the  methods  selectea  and  the 
techniques  to  be  employed  by  the  lessee  and  may  rec- 
ommend alternate  recovery  or  replacement  methods.  If 
the  state  has  recommended  alternate  methods,  the  les- 
see shall  consider  the  state's  recommenaations  ana.  if 
the  lessee  rejects  the  state's  recommendations,  the  les- 
see shall  indicate  its  reasons  as  required  by  provision  B, 
above.  If  no  state  comment  is  included  in  the  plan,  the 
lessee  shall  verify  its  consultation  with  the  state  and  the 
plan  may  be  considered  without  state  comment. 

4.  A  habitat  analysis  of  the  lease  area  (including  a  2-mile 
buffer  around  the  lease  area)  and  those  areas  considered 
for  off-site  mitigation.  The  analysis  shall  identify  the  fol- 
lowing features; 

a.  Distribution  of  important  wildlife  soecies  (game,  non- 
game,  sensitive  species,  species  of  high  federal  inter- 
est, and  threatened  or  endangereo  species) 

b.  Distribution  of  important  standara  habitat  types 
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Coal  Appendix 


Fisheries,  Water  Quality,  and 
Recreation 

Proposed  coal  development  could  cause  signif- 
icant adverse  impacts  at  the  Seminoe  Reservoir, 
which  is  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 
Adverse  impacts  that  could  result  from  coal  devel- 
opment are  (a)  interruption  or  interception  of 
groundwater  and  surface  water  systems;  (b) 
water  transfer  between  the  reservoir  and  mining 
pits,  which  could  degrade  water  quality  and  im- 
pair fisheries  habitat,  recreational  activities,  and 
downstream  water  uses;  and  (c)  impairment  of 
scenic  quality  through  visual  intrusion  of  the  min- 
ing operation  and  related  recreational  activities. 
Further  analysis  is  available  in  the  "Amendment 
to  the  Hanna  Basin  Management  Framework  Plan 
and  Draft  Environmental  Assessment"  (USDI 
BLM  and  USDI,  GS  1984). 

For  the  protection  of  the  water  values  of  Semi- 
noe Reservoir,  the  BLM  and  the  Bureau  of  Recla- 
mation have  jointly  determined  that  no  surface 
occupancy  will  be  allowed  within  a  200-foot 
buffer  zone  between  any  surface  coal  mining  op- 
eration and  the  high-water  design  elevation  of 
6,363.7  feet.  Approximately  3,420  acres  contain- 
ing 22.4  million  tons  of  coal  are  unacceptable 
because  of  this  conflict. 

Producing  Oil  and  Gas  Areas 

Either  surface  or  subsurface  coal  mining  could 
conflict  with  producing  oil  and  gas  areas.  Compet- 
itive federal  coal  areas  covered  by  existing  oil  and 
gas  leases  are  acceptable  for  further  considera- 
tion for  surface  or  subsurface  coal  leasing  unless 
or  until  it  is  determined  that  coal  development  will 
interfere  with  producing  oil  and  gas  field  opera- 
tions or  that  such  conflicts  cannot  be  mitigated. 
If  producing  oil  and  gas  fields  are  established  in 
any  of  the  competitive  federal  coal  areas  before 
coal  leases  are  issued,  and  if  it  is  determined  that 
unmitigable  conflicts  would  exist  between  coal 
developmentand  oil  and  gas  operations,  coal  leas- 
ing will  be  deferred  on  The  affected  areas. 

Lands  Near  Populated  Areas 

Federal  coal  lands  in  T.  22  N.,  R.  81  W.,  sec.  16, 
NWy*  NW'/i,  and  sec.  18.  S'l  NWA,  are  near  the 
towns  of  Hanna  and  Elmo.  The  impacts  of  coal 
development  on  the  residents  of  Hanna  and  Elmo 
are  a  concern.  In  addition,  there  are  structures  on 
federal  land  in  section  18  related  to  Hanna's  water 
system. 

These  lands  have  been  determined  to  be  accept- 
able for  further  consideration  subject  to  mitiga- 
tion. Specific  mitigative  measures  to  protect  the 


quality  of  life  and  provide  for  improvements  on 
the  land  would  have  to  be  acceptable  to  the  res- 
idents of  Hanna  and  Elmo.  These  measures 
should  be  worked  out  in  coordination  with  local 
residents  as  soon  as  the  BLM  receives  any  possi- 
ble lease  proposal. 

Step  4:    Surface  Owner 
Consultation 

Section  714  of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and 
Reclamation  Act  (SMCRA)  requires  that  the  BLM 
consult  with  certain  "qualified"  owners  of  "split  es- 
tate" lands  (privately  owned  surface  over  feder- 
ally owned  coal)  when  surface  mining  of  the  fed- 
eral coal  is  being  considered. 

In  step  4  of  the  coal  planning  process,  surface 
owners  who  may  be  "qualified"  under  section  714 
of  SMCRA  are  asked  to  state  their  opinion  for  or 
against  surface  coal  mining  on  their  land.  Areas 
where  a  significant  number  of  qualified  owners 
oppose  surface  mining  of  federal  coal  are  elimi- 
nated from  consideration  for  this  mining  method. 

This  step  does  not  apply  to  areas  where  only 
subsurface  mining  methods  are  concerned.  It 
involves  only  split  estate  lands  within  competitive 
federal  coal  areas  that  remain  acceptable  for 
development  by  surface  mining  methods  after  the 
multiple-use  conflict  evaluation  has  been  con- 
ducted. 

The  Red  Rim,  Indian  Springs,  North  Indian 
Springs,  and  China  Butte  areas  do  not  contain 
split  estate  lands  as  defined  in  this  section. 

Split  estate  lands  in  the  Atlantic  Rim  coal  area 
are  as  follows: 

T.  18  N.,  R.  90  VI.  sec.  28.  W;NWi,  SE'.NWi,  NE'.SW'. 
T.  19  N.,  R.  89  W,,  sec.  31,  all. 

Split  estate  lands  in  the  Hanna  Basin  coal  area 
are  as  follows: 


T.  21  N..  R,  82  W..  sec 
T.  22  N.,  R.  81  W..  sec 
T.   23  N.,   R.  80  W     si 

T.  23  N 


4.  lots  1  and  2.  S';NE:-i 
18.  NE'.NWl 
c.  4,   lots  3  and  4.  S'.:NW..  SW:; 

W:SE-.: 
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R.  84  VV..  sec.  23.  WzSE'^:  sec.  35,  NWl^NW 

These  split  estate  lands  are  owned  byfourqual- 
ified  surface  owners,  all  of  whom  were  contacted 
by  letter.  Replies  from  three  of  the  Qualified  sur- 
face owners  indicated  that  they  were  not  against 
surface  mining.  The  fourth  qualified  surface 
owner  did  not  reply.  The  letter  sent  by  the  BLM 
stated  that  if  no  reply  was  received,  we  would 
assume  the  surface  ov/ner  had  no  preference 
against  surface  mining.  Therefore,  no  lands  were 
eliminated  from  further  consideration  on  the 
basis  of  surface  owner  consultation. 


LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  APPENDIX 
ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS 


CORRECTIONS  TO  TABLES 

The  tables  in  the  Livestock  Grazing  appendix 
to  the  draft  Medicine  Bow-Divide  RMP/EIS  con- 
tained a  few  omissions  and  errors.  Corrected  in- 
formation for  tables  LVGR-AP-I,  LVGR-AP-4, 
and  LVGR-AP-6  is  included  in  these  pages. 


CORRECTION  TO 
"RESERVOIRS"  SECTION 

On  page  374  of  the  draft  document  (right  col- 
umn, last  paragraph),  a  sentence  beginning  on 
line  8  says  that  all  reservoirs  would  be  fenced,  and 
water  would  be  piped  to  a  trough  nearby.  Al- 
though such  practices  would  be  desirable  where 
practicable,  they  are  not  always  possible.  Where 
water  can  be  piped  to  nearby  troughs  that  can  be 
used  for  livestoci<  watering,  fencing  the  reservoir 
can  protect  riparian  vegetation  from  damage  by 
trampling.  However,  in  some  cases  the  fluctuation 
in  water  levels  and  the  characteristics  of  soils  and 
vegetation  preclude  development  of  high  quality 
riparian  habitat  adjacent  to  the  reservoir.  In  addi- 
tion, location  of  the  reservoir  or  the  season  in 


which  it  would  be  used  by  livestock  may  make  it 
impossible  to  pipe  water  to  nearby  troughs.  That 
sentence  should  be  replaced  by  the  following: 
Each  new  reservoir  would  be  reviewed  for  suita- 
bility for  fencing  and  installation  of  water  troughs. 


CORRECTIONS  TO 
"STANDARD  OPERATING 
PROCEDURES"  SECTION 

in  the  section  about  "mitigation"  on  page  410 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  (right  column,  paragraph  4), 
we  said  that  before  any  part  of  this  plan  is  imple- 
mented that  could  affect  a  threatened  or  endan- 
gered species  or  its  habitat,  a  "threatened"  or  "en- 
dangered" species  clearance  may  be  required. 
This  should  be  changed  to  say  that  such  a  clear- 
ance will  be  required. 

Paragraph  6  of  the  right  column  of  page  410  con- 
tained a  statement  that  watering  troughs  could 
include  bird  ramps  where  the  need  is  identified  for 
wildlife  use.  This  should  be  changed  to  say  that 
bird  ramps  would  be  included  in  all  watering 
troughs. 
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Livestock  Grazing  Appendix  Corrections 


CORRECTIONS  FOR 
TABLE  LVGR-AP-1 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  ALLOTMENT  INFORMATION 


Allotment 

Public 

Land 

(acreage) 

Allotment 

Category 

M,  1,  C 

Number  of 
Operators 

Livestock 
Kind2 

Season  of  Use 

Active 

Preference 

(AUMs)3 

Average 

Five-Year 

Licensed  Use 

Current 

Number             Name 

(AUMs)' 

Page  346  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

0322  Spring  Creel< 

0323  Black  Canyon 

Page  348  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

10,387 
14,355 

M 
1 

1 
1 

C 
C 

05/16  -  11/09 
04/26  -  11/25 

1,912 
2.106 

1,462 
2,086 

1,816 
2,106 

0824  North  Area 

0825  Slate  Ridge 

Page  357  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

12,605 
4,931 

C 

c 

2 
1 

c,s 

C,H 

03/01  -  02/29 
03/01  -  02/29 

2,437 
644 

1,699 
715 

1,529 
7235 

Revised  totals  for 
the  Medicine  Bow 
Grazing  EIS  Area 

1,005,684 

161,311 

147,024 

157,203 

1  The  grazing  allotments  are  grouped  into  categories,  and  a  set  of  management  objectives  is  attached  to  each  category 
as  follows:  category  "M,"  maintain  or  improve  present  management;  category  "I,"  enhance  and  improve  present  management- 
category  "C,"  manage  custodially  to  prevent  allotment  deterioration. 

2  "Livestock  kind"  refers  to  the  type  of  livestock  on  license  over  a  five-year  period,  1981  through  1985.  C  =  cows'  H  =  horses- 
S  =  sheep;  Y  =  yearlings. 

3  The  combined  number  of  animal  unit  months  adjudicated  to  the  operator(s)  of  a  particular  allotment. 

*  The  estimated  number  of  AUMs  an  allotment  can  support.  Except  where  otherwise  noted,  estimates  are  based  on  the  Missouri 
River  Basin  range  survey  of  1962  and  on  professional  judgment. 

5  The  estimated  number  of  AUMs  an  allotment  can  support.  Estimates  are  based  on  the  1986  Medicine  Bow  Resource  Area 
range  inventory. 
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CORRECTIONS  FOR 
TABLE  LVGR-AP-4 

PROPOSED  RANGE  IMPROVEMENTS  BY  ALLOTMENT 
FOR  ALTERNATIVES  B,  C,  AND  D 


CO 
CO 


Aiiotmani 

Grazing 
System 

Spring 
Deferments 

Fences 
(miles) 

Reservoirs 

Wells 

Pipeline 
(miles) 

Spring 
Developments 

Snow 
Fences 

Vegetation 

Manipulation 

(acres) 

Seeding 
(acres) 

Riparian 
Fencing 
(miles) 

Fencing  of 

Existing 
Reservoirs 

Number               Name 

Page  386  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

r- 

Alternative  C 

1 

0301         Patt)finder 
0303        Canyon  Creek 
031 1         Bates  Benchmark 

yes 

yes 

no 

no 

no 

yes 

5.00 
0.00 
0.00 

2 

1 
0 

0 
0 
1 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0 
0 
t 

0 
0 
0 

560 

3,437 
793 

0 
0 
0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0 

0 
0 

o 

o 

Page  387  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

O 

Alternative  C  (continued) 

•*», 

■^' 

3 

0335        Shirley  Mountain 

yes 

no 

14.00 

0 

0 

0.0 

0 

0 

1,000 

0 

0.0 

0 

Page  396  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

(O 

Alternative  D 

-       > 

■a 

(D 

3 

0316        Dry  Creak  Rim 
0323        Black  Canyon 

no 

yes 

yes 
no 

0.00 
3.50 

0 
2 

0 
0 

0.0 
0.0 

0 
2 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0.0 
0.0 

0 
0 

Page  397  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

a 

Alternative  D  (continued) 

0329        Lost  Creek 
0335        Shirley  Mountain 

no 

yes 

yes 
no 

1.50 
14.00 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0.0 
0.0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1,000 

1,000 

0 
0 

.5 

5.0 

3 

0 

o 

o 

NOTE:  Totals  for  this  table 

are  unchanged. 

a 

o 

3 
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CORRECTIONS  FOR 
TABLE  LVGR-AP-6 

PROJECTED  LONG-TERM  ECOLOGICAL  CONDITION 
BY  ALLOTMENT  FOR  EACH  ALTERNATIVE 


o 


AllotmenI 

Preference 
(AUMs) 

Current 

Production 

(AUMs) 

Potential 

Forage 
(AUMs) 

Long-term  Change  In 
Ecological  Condition  (acres) 

Long-term 
Predicted 
Livestock 

Production 
(AUMs) 

Autfiorized 

Use 

Number              Name 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Excellent! 

(AUMs) 

Page  413  of  DraSt  HMP/EIS 

Alternative  A 

0824        North  Area 

2.437 

1.629 

2,118 

25 

1.460 

3,417 

124 

1.629 

2.590 

Page  422  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

"s* 

~- 

Corrected  totals  for 
Alternative  A 

161,311 

157,256 

217.694 

32,290 

315,657 

515,441 

69,903 

151,817 

161,464 

Page  423  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

Alternative  B 

0322  Spring  Creek 

0323  Black  Canyon 
0335        Shirtay  Mountain 

1.912 
2,106 
3,655 

1.816 

2,106 
3,265 

2,292 
2,738 
6,969 

29 
31 
75 

1,130 

3,318 
5,499 

7.065 
4,940 
3,707 

1.709 

921 

1,190 

2.554 
2.317 
4.253 

1.890 
1.923 
3,416 

Page  424  of  Draft  RMP/EfS 

V 

Alternative  B  (continued) 

0824        North  Area 

2,437 

1,629 

2,118 

9 

1.030 

3.372 

615 

1,792 

2,037 

Page  433  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

Corrected  totals  for 
Alternative  B 

161,311 

157,208 

216,678 

8,255 

230.756 

558,793 

135,487 

188,950 

146,995 

Page  434  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

Alternative  C 

0322  Spring  Creek 

0323  Black  Canyon 
0335        Shirley  Mountain 

1.912 

2,106 
3,655 

1,816 
2,106 
3,265 

2,292 
2.738 
6,969 

29 
31 
75 

1.130 
3.318 
5.499 

7,065 
4.940 
3,707 

1.709 

921 

1.190 

2.554 
2,317 
4,168 

2.480 
2.296 
4.078 

% 
O 

o 

Q 
5 

N 

5" 

> 

■a 
-a 

<B 

a. 

H 

8 

i 

o 

3 

m 
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CORRECTIONS  FOR 
TABLE  LVGR-AP-6  (Continued) 

PROJECTED  LONG-TERM  ECOLOGICAL  CONDITION 
BY  ALLOTMENT  FOR  EACH  ALTERNATIVE 


Long-term 
Predicted 

Allotment 

Preference 
(AUMs) 

Current 

Production 

(AUMs) 

Potential 
Forage 
(AUMs) 

Long-term  Change  In 
Ecological  Condition  (acres) 

Livestock 

Production 

(AUMs) 

Authorized 
Use 

Number               Name 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Excellent 

(AUMs) 

Page  435  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

Alternative  C  (continued) 

0824        North  Area 

2,437 

1,629 

2,118 

25 

1,460 

3,417 

124 

1.629 

2,590 

Page  443  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

Corrected  totals  for 
Alternative  C 

161,311 

157,208 

216,678 

12,688 

256,177 

563,176 

101,250 

193,496 

190,602 

Page  444  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

Alternative  D 

0322  Spring  Creel< 

0323  Black  Canyon 

1,912 
2,106 

1,816 
2,106 

2,292 

2,738 

29 
31 

1,130 
3,318 

7.065 
4.940 

1.709 
921 

2,554 
2,317 

2,406 
2,275 

Page  445  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

Alternative  D  (continued) 
0335        Shirley  Mountain 
0824        North  Area 

3.655 
2,437 

3,265 
1,629 

6,969 
2,118 

75 
25 

5,499 
1,460 

3,707 
3,417 

1,190 
124 

4.168 
1.629 

3,957 
2,590 

Page  454  of  Draft  RMP/EIS 

Corrected  totals  for 
Alternative  D 

161,311 

157.208 

216,678 

12,529 

253,069 

561,617 

106,076 

192,506 

186,092 
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STANDARD  MITIGATION  GUIDELINES 

APPENDIX 


INTRODUCTION 

This  appendix  is  a  revision  of  the  standard  pro- 
tection requirements  appendix  in  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.  These  guidelines  have  been  evolving  from 
their  beginnings  as  oil  and  gas  lease  stipulations 
to  broader  application  to  other  land  uses.  We 
hope  this  will  clarify  the  meaning,  intent,  and  use 
of  the  guidelines. 

About  two  years  ago,  the  BLM  developed  the 
"Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Oil  and  Gas  Lease  Stip- 
ulations." During  implementation,  the  BLM  recog- 
nized that  similar  kinds  of  environmental  protec- 
tion requirements  should  be  applied  to  land  uses 
otherthan  those  related  to  oil  and  gas  exploration 
and  development.  Using  the  standard  oil  and  gas 
lease  stipulations  as  a  basis,  we  began  develop- 
ment of  the  "Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Mitigation 
Measures  for  Surface  Disturbing  Activities" 
(called  "standard  protection  requirements"  in  the 
draft  RMP/EIS).  The  term  guidelines  better 
describes  the  intent  and  use  of  these  mitigation 
standards  than  would  stipulations,  measures,  or  re- 
quirements. 

These  guidelines  are  used  in  the  RMP/EIS  pro- 
cess as  a  tool  to  help  develop  the  RMP  alternatives 
and  to  provide  a  baseline  for  comparative  impact 
analysis  through  which  we  can  arrive  at  RMP  deci- 
sions. They  will  be  used  in  the  same  manner  in 
analyses  of  activity  plans  and  other  site-specific 
proposals. 

These  guidelines  and  their  wording  are  a  matter 
of  policy.  As  such,  further  refinement  in  their  word- 
ing and  application  may  be  made  in  the  future. 
Any  further  refinement  of  these  guidelines  and 
any  development  of  program-specific  standard 
stipulations  will  be  handled  through  administra- 
tive review,  not  through  the  RMP/EIS  process.  Ap- 
propriate public  involvement  and  input  will  be 
included. 


PURPOSE 

The  primary  purpose  of  these  guidelines  is  to 
attain  statewide  consistency  in  the  method  of 
determining  requirements  for  avoiding  and  mit- 
igating environmental  impacts  and  conflicts 
among  resources  or  land  uses.  "Consistency" 


does  not  mean  that  requirements  would  be  iden- 
tical for  all  similar  types  of  land  use  activities  or 
that  the  requirements  for  a  given  land  use  activity 
would  be  identical  in  all  areas  where  it  may  occur. 

Application  of  the  guidelines  is  intended  to  (a) 
reserve  for  the  BLM  the  right  to  modify  the  oper- 
ations of  all  surface-disturbing  activities  as  part 
of  the  statutory  requirements  for  environmental 
protection,  and  (b)  inform  a  potential  lessee,  per- 
mittee, or  operator  of  the  requirements  that  must 
be  met  when  using  BLM-administered  public 
lands.  The  guidelines  may  be  used  directly  as  stip- 
ulations, or  they  may  be  modified  with  specific  or 
specialized  mitigation  following  the  submission 
of  a  detailed  plan  of  development  or  other  project 
proposal  and  an  environmental  analysis. 

Resource  activities  or  programs  without  a  stan- 
dardized set  of  permit  or  operation  stipulations 
can  use  the  mitigation  guidelines  as  conditions  of 
approval  or  as  a  baseline  for  developing  specific 
stipulations  for  a  given  activity  or  program. 

There  are  two  ways  in  which  the  standard  mit- 
igation guidelines  are  used  in  the  RMP/EIS  pro- 
cess: 

As  part  of  the  planning  criteria  used  in  devel- 
oping the  RMP  alternatives,  the  Wyoming 
BLM  standard  mitigation  guidelines  become 
conditions  of  the  actions  being  proposed  or 
considered  in  each  alternative  as  appropri- 
ate. 

.In  the  analytical  processes  of  developing  the 
alternatives  and  analyzing  the  impacts  of  the 
alternatives,  the  guidelines  are  used  for  (a) 
development  of  a  baseline  for  measuring  and 
comparing  impacts  among  the  alternatives, 
(b)  identification  of  other  actions  and  alterna- 
tives that  should  be  considered,  and  (c)  deter- 
mination of  whether  more  stringent  or  less 
stringent  mitigations  should  be  considered. 

Because  the  standard  mitigation  guidelines  are 
integrated  into  the  RMP/EIS  process  and  used  in 
conducting  site-specific  environmental  analyses, 
the  application  of  stipulations  derived  through  the 
guidelines  will  provide  more  consistency  with 
planning  decisions  and  plan  implementation  than 
has  occurred  in  the  past.  Application  of  the  stan- 
dard mitigation  guidelines  to  all  human-caused 
surface-disturbing  activities  on  BLM-adminis- 
tered public  lands  will  provide  more  uniformity  in 
mitigation  than  has  occurred  in  the  past. 
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WYOMING  BLM  STANDARD 
MITIGATION  GUIDELINES 
FOR  SURFACE-DISTURBING 
ACTIVITIES 

1.    Surface  Disturbance 
Mitigation  Guideiine 

Surface  disturbance  will  be  restricted  in  any  of  the  follow- 
ing areas  or  conditions.  Modifications  to  this  limitation  may 
be  approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

a.  Slopes  in  excess  of  25  percent. 

b.  Within  important  scenic  areas  identified  in  a  land  use  plan 

(Class  I  and  II  Visual  Resource  Management  areas). 

c.  Within  500  feet  of  surface  water  and/or  riparian  areas. 

d.  Within   either  one-quarter  mile  or  the  visual   horizon 

(whichever  is  closer)  of  historic  trails. 

e.  Construction  with  frozen  material  or  during  periods  when 

the  soil  material  is  saturated,  frozen,  or  when  watershed 
damage  is  likely  to  occur. 


Guidance 

The  intent  of  the  surface  disturbance  mitigation  guideiine 

is  to  inform  interested  parties  (potential  lessees,  permittees, 
or  operators)  that  when  one  or  more  of  the  five  conditions 
(a  through  e)  exists,  surface-disturbing  activities  will  be  res- 
tricted or  prohibited,  unless  or  until  the  permittee  or  his  des- 
ignated representative  and  the  surface  management  agency 
(SMA)  arrive  at  an  acceptable  plan  for  mitigation  of  antici- 
pated impacts.  This  negotiation  will  occur  prior  to  develop- 
ment. 

Specific  criteria  (e.g.,  500  feet  from  water)  have  been  estab- 
lished based  upon  the  best  information  available.  However, 
such  items  as  geographical  areas  and  seasons  must  be  delin- 
eated at  the  field  level. 

Waiver  or  modification  of  requirements  developed  from  this 
guideline  must  be  based  upon  environmental  analysis  of  pro- 
posals, such  as.  plans  of  development,  plans  of  operation,  or 
Applications  for  Permit  to  Drill  and,  if  necessary,  must  allow 
for  other  mitigation  to  be  applied  on  a  site-specific  basis. 


2.    Wildlife  Mitigation  Guideline 

a.  To  protect  important  big  game  winter  habitat,  activities 
or  surface  use  will  not  be  allowed  during  the  period  from 
November  15  to  April  30  within  certain  areas  encom- 
passed by  the  authorization.  The  same  criterion  applies 
to  defined  big  game  birthing  areas  from  the  period  of 
May  1  to  June  30. 

This  limitation  may  or  may  not  apply  to  extended  long- 
term  operation  and  maintenance  of  a  developed  project, 

pending  environmental  analysis  of  any  operational  or  pro- 
duction aspects. 

Modifications  to  this   limitation   in   any  year  may   be 
approvea  in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 


b. 


To  protect  important  raptor  and/or  sage  and  sharp-tailed 
grouse  nesting  habitat,  activities  or  surface  use  will  not 
be  allowed  during  the  period  from  February  1  to  July  31 
within  certain  areas  encompassed  by  the  authorization. 
The  same  criterion  acplies  to  defined  raptor  and  game 
bird  winter  concentration  areas  from  the  period  of 
November  15  to  April  30. 

This  limitation  may  or  ,may  not  apply  to  extencsa  long- 
term  operation  and  maintenance  of  a  developea  project, 

pending  environmental  analysis  of  any  operational  or  pro- 
duction aspects. 


be 


Modifications  to   this  limitation   in   any  year  may 
approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

No  activities  or  surface  use  will  be  allowed  on  that  portion 
of  the  authorization  area  identified  within  (legal  aescnp- 
tion)  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  (e.g.,  sage/smro-tailed 
grouse  breeding  grouncs.  and/ or  otner  species/ activities) 
habitat. 


be 


d. 


Modifications  to   this   limitation   in  any  year  may 
approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Portions  of  the  authorized  use  area  legally  described  as 
{legal  description)  are  known  or  suspected  to  be  essential 
habitat  for  {species  name),  which  is  a  threatened/ 
endangered  species.  Prior  to  conducting  any  on-site 
activities,  the  lessee/permittee/operator  will  be  required 
to  conduct  inventories  or  studies  in  accordance  with 
BLM  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  guidelines  to 
verify  the  presence  or  absence  of  this  species.  In  the 
event  that  {species  name)  occurrence  is  identified,  the 
lessee/permittee/operator  will  be  required  to  modify 
operational  plans  to  include  the  protection  requirements 
of  this  species  and  its  habitat  {e.g..  seasonal  use  restric- 
tions, occupancy  limitations,  lacility  assign  moditicanons). 


Guidance 

The  wildlife  mitigation  guideiine  is  intended  to  provide  two 
basic  types  of  protection,  seasonal  restriction  (a  and  b)  and 
prohibition  of  activities  or  surface  use  (c).  Item  d,  of  course, 
is  specific  to  situations  involving  threatened  and  endangered 
species.  Legal  descriptions  will  ultimately  be  required  and 
should  be  measurableand  legally  definable.  There  are  no  min- 
imum subdivision  requirements  at  this  time.  The  area  delin- 
eated can  and  should  be  defined  as  necessary,  based  upon 
current  biological  data;  prior  to  the  time  of  processing  an 
application  and  issuing  the  use  authorization.  The  legal 
description  must  eventually  become  a  condition  for  approval 
of  the  permit,  plan  of  development,  and/or  other  use  autho- 
rization. 

The  seasonal  restriction  section  identifies  three  example 
groups  of  species  and  delineates  three  similar  time  frame  res- 
trictions. The  big  game  species,  including  elk,  moose,  deer, 
antelope,  and  bighorn  sheep,  all  require  protection  of  crucial 
winter  range  between  November  15  and  April  30.  Elk  and  big- 
horn sheep  also  require  protection  from  disturbance  during 
the  period  of  May  1  to  June  30.  when  they  typically  occupy 
distinct  calving  and  lambing  areas.  Raptors  include  eagles: 
accipiters;  falcons  (peregrine,  prairie,  and  merlin);  buteosi fer- 
ruginous and  Swainson's  hawKs);  osprey;  and  burrowing 
owls.  The  raptors,  sage  grouse,  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  all 
require  nesting  protection  during  periods  between  Fecruary 
1  and  July  31.  The  same  birds  often  require  protection  from 
disturbance  during  the  perioa  of  Novemoer  15  througn  April 
30  while  they  occupy  winter  concentration  areas. 

Item  c,  regarding  the  prohibition  of  activity  or  surface  use 
IS  intended  for  protection  of  unique  wildlife  habitat  areas  or 
values  within  the  use  area.  These  areas  or  values  must  be  fac- 
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I 

I 

II 
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tors  that  limit  life-cycle  activities  (e.g.,  sage  grouse  strutting 
grounds,  known  threatened  and  endangered  species  habitat) 
that  cannot  be  protected  using  seasonal  restrictions. 

Waiver  or  modification  of  requirements  developed  from  this 
guideline  must  be  based  upon  environmental  analysis  of  pro- 
posals such  as  plans  of  development,  plans  of  operation,  or 
Applications  for  Permit  to  Drill  and,  if  necessary,  must  allow 
for  other  mitigation  to  be  applied  on  a  site-specific  basis. 


3.    Cultural  Resource  Mitigation 
Guideline 


When  a  proposed  discretionary  land  use  has  potential  for 
affecting  tfie  characteristics  which  qualify  a  cultural  property 
for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  mitigation  will  be 
considered.  In  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  Historic 
Preservation  Act,  procedures  specified  in  36  CFR  800  will  be 
used  in  consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Offi- 
cer (SHPO)  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preserva- 
tion in  arriving  at  determinations  regarding  the  need  and  type 
of  mitigation  to  be  required. 


Guidance 

The  preferred  strategy  for  treating  potential  adverse  effects 
on  cultural  properties  is  avoidance,  not  prohibition.  If  avoid- 
ance involves  project  relocation,  the  new  project  area  may 
also  require  cultural  resource  inventory.  If  avoidance  is  impru- 
dent or  unfeasible,  appropriate  mitigation  may  include  exca- 
vation (data  recovery),  stabilization,  monitoring,  protective 
barriers  and  signs,  or  other  physical  and  administrative  mea- 
sures. 

Reports  documenting  results  of  cultural  resource  inven- 
tory, evaluation,  and  the  establishment  of  mitigation  alterna- 
tives (if  necessary)  shall  be  written  according  to  standards 
contained  in  8LM  Manuals,  in  the  cultural  resource  permit 
stipulations,  and  in  other  policy  issued  by  (he  BLM.  These  re- 
ports must  provide  sufficient  information  for  Section  106  con- 
sultation. Reports  shall  be  reviewed  for  adequacy  by  the 
appropriate  BLM  archaeologist.  If  cultural  properties  on,  or 
eligible  for,  the  National  Register  are  located  within  these 
areas  of  potential  impact  and  cannot  be  avoided,  the  Autho- 
rized Officer  shall  begm  the  Section  106  consultation  process 
in  accordance  with  the  procedures  contained  in  36  CFR  800. 

Mitigation  measures  shall  be  implemented  according  to  the 
mitigation  plan  approved  by  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer. 
Such  plans  are  usually  prepared  by  the  land  use  applicant's 
contract  archaeologist  according  to  BLM  specifications.  Mit- 
igation plans  will  be  reviewed  as  part  of  Section  106  consul- 
tation for  National  Register  eligible  or  listed  properties.  The 
extent  and  nature  of  recommended  mitigation  shall  be  com- 
mensurate with  the  significance  of  the  cultural  resource 
involved  and  the  anticipated  extent  of  damage.  Reasonable 
costs  for  mitigation  will  be  borne  by  the  land  use  applicant. 
Mitigation  must  be  cost-effective  and  realistic.  It  must  con- 
sider project  requirements  and  limitations,  input  from  con- 
cerned parties,  and  be  BLM-approved  or  BLM-formulated. 

Mitigation  of  paleontological  and  natural  history  sites  will 
be  treated  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Factors  such  as  site  sig- 
nificance, economics,  safety,  and  project  urgency  must  be 
taken  into  account  when  making  a  decision  to  mitigate.  Au- 
thority to  protect  (through  mitigation)  such  values  is  provided 
for  in  FLPMA,  Section  102(8).  When  avoidance  is  not  possi- 
ble, appropriate  mitigation  may  include  excavation   (data 


recovery),  stabilization,  monitoring,  protection  barriers  and 
signs,  or  other  physical  and  administrative  protection  mea- 


4.    Special  Resource  Mitigation 
Guideline 

To  protect  {resource  value),  activities  or  surface  use  will  not 
be  allowed  (i.e.,  within  a  specific  distance  of  the  resource  value 
or  between  date-to-date)  in  {legal  subdivision). 

This  limitation  may  or  may  not  apply  to  extended  long-term 
operation  and  maintenance  of  a  developed  project,  pending 
environmental  analysis  of  any  operational  or  production 
aspects. 

Modifications  to  this  limitation  in  any  year  may  be  approved 
in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Example  Resource  Categories  (Select  or  identify  category 
and  specific  resource  value): 

a.  Recreation  areas. 

b.  Special  natural  history  or  paleontological  features. 

c.  Special  management  areas. 

d.  Sections  of  major  rivers. 

e.  Prior  existing  rights-of-way. 

f.  Occupied  dwellings. 

g.  Other  (specify). 


Guidance 

The  special  resource  mitigation  guideline  is  intended  for 
use  only  in  site-specific  situations  where  one  of  the  first  three 
general  mitigation  guidelines  will  not  adequately  address  the 
concern.  The  resource  value,  location,  and  specific  restric- 
tion must  be  clearly  identified.  A  detailed  plan  addressing  spe- 
cific mitigation  and  special  restrictions  on  development  will 
be  required  prior  to  development  and  will  become  a  condition 
for  approval  of  the  permit,  plan  of  development,  or  other  use 
authorization. 

Waiver  or  modification  of  requirements  developed  from  this 
guideline  must  be  based  upon  environmental  analysis  of  pro- 
posals such  as  plans  of  development,  plans  of  operation,  or 
Applications  for  Permit  to  Drill  and,  if  necessary,  must  allow 
for  other  mitigation  to  be  applied  on  a  site-specific  basis. 


5.    No  Surface  Occupancy 
Guideline 


No  surface  occupancy  will  be  allowed  on  the  following 
described  lands  {legal  subdivision/ area)  because  of  {resource 
value). 

Example  Resource  Categories  (Select  or  identify  category 
and  specific  resource  values); 

a.  Recreation    areas    (e.g..    campgrounds,    historic   trails, 

national  monum.ents). 

b.  Major  reservoirs/dams. 
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c.  Special  management  areas  (e.g.,  ACEC,  known  threat- 

ened and  endangered  species  habitat,  wild  and  scenic 
rivers). 

d.  Other  (specify). 


Guidance 

The  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  mitigation  guideline  is 

intended  for  use  only  when  other  mitigation  is  determined 
insufficient  to  protect  the  public  interest  adequately,  and  it 
is  the  only  alternative  to  "no  development"  or  "no  leasing." 
The  legal  subdivision  and  resource  value  of  concern  must  be 
identified  and  be  tied  to  an  NSO  land  use  planning  decision. 

Waiver  of  or  exception(s)  to  the  NSO  requirement  will  be 
subject  to  the  same  test  as  was  used  to  justify  its  imposition. 
If,  upon  evaluation  of  a  site-specific  proposal,  it  is  found  that 
less  restrictive  mitigation  would  adequately  protect  the  public 
interest  or  value  of  concern,  then  a  waiver  or  exception  to  the 
NSO  requirement  is  possible.  The  record  must  show  that  be- 
cause conditions  or  uses  have  changed,  less  restrictive 
requirements  will  protect  the  public  interest.  An  environmen- 
tal analysis  must  be  conducted  and  documented  (EA  or  EIS, 


as  necessary)  in  order  to  provide  the  basis  for  a  waiver  or 
exception  to  an  NSO  planning  decision.  If  the  waiver  or  excep- 
tion is  found  to  be  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  planning 
decision,  it  may  be  granted.  If  found  inconsistent  with  the 
intent  of  the  planning  decision,  a  plan  amendment  would  be 
required  before  the  waiver  or  exception  could  be  g.'anted. 

When  the  "no  development"  or  "no  leasing"  option  is  con- 
sidered, a  rigorous  test  must  be  met  and  fully  documented 
in  the  record.  This  test  must  be  based  upon  stringent  stan- 
dards described  in  the  land  use  planning  document.  Since 
rejection  of  all  development  rights  is  more  severe  than  the 
most  restrictive  mitigation  requirement,  the  record  must  show 
that  consideration  was  given  to  development  subject  to  rea- 
sonable mitigation,  including  no  surface  occupancy.  The  rec- 
ord must  also  show  that  other  mitigation  was  determined  to 
be  insufficient  to  protect  the  public  interest  adequately.  A  "no 
development"  or  "no  leasing"  decision  should  not  be  made 
solely  because  it  appears  that  conventional  methods  of  devel- 
opment would  be  unfeasible,  especially  where  an  NSO  restric- 
tion may  be  acceptable  to  a  potential  permittee.  In  such  cases, 
the  potential  permittee  should  have  the  opportunity  to  decide 
whether  or  not  to  go  ahead  with  the  proposal  (or  accept  the 
use  authorization),  recognizing  that  an  NSO  restriction  is 
involved. 


I 
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ADDITIONAL  REFERENCES 


i 


United  States.  Department  of  the  Interior.  Bureau  of  Land 
Management 

Correction: 

1984c  "National  Range  Handbook;  BLM  Manual  Hand- 
book H-4410-1."  Washington.  Designed  to  supple- 
ment the  National  Range  Handbook  published  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  U.S.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture. 

Correction: 

1 987a  Draft  Technical  Reference  on  Grazing  Management  in 
Riparian  Areas.  Prepared  by  Branch  of  Biological 
Resources,  Denver  Service  Center.  Denver. 

1987b  "Fish  and  Wildlife  2000:  A  Plan  for  the  Future." 
[Washington.] 


United  States.  Department  of  the  Interior.  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  and  Geological  Survey,  Water  Resources  Divi- 
sion 

1983  Savery  Project  Preference  Right  Coal  Lease  Applica- 
tions: final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Rawlins. 
WY.  Prepared  by  Rawlins  District,  BLfvl,  and  Chey- 
enne District,  GS.  Cooperating  agencies:  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  and 
Forest  Service,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

1 984  Amendment  to  the  Hanna  Basin  Management  Frame- 
work Plan  and  Draft  Environmental  Assessment.  Raw- 
lins, WY.  Cooperating  agencies:  Bureau  of  Reclama- 
tion and  Office  of  Surface  Mining,  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior. 
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As  the  nation's  principal  conservation  agency,  the  Departnnent  of  the  Interior 
has  basic  responsibilities  for  most  of  our  nationally  owned  public  lands  and 
natural  resources.  This  responsibility  includes  fostering  the  wisest  use  of  our 
land  and  water  resources,  protecting  our  fish  and  wildlife,  preserving  the 
environmental  and  cultural  values  of  our  national  parks  and  historic  places, 
and  providing  for  the  enjoyment  of  life  through  outdoor  recreation.  The 
department  assesses  the  nation's  energy  and  mineral  resources  and  works  to 
ensure  that  their  development  is  in  the  best  interests  of  all  our  people.  The 
department  also  has  a  major  responsibility  for  American  Indian  resen/ation 
communities  and  for  people  who  live  in  island  territories  under  U.S. 
administration. 
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